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ABSTRACT 
The primary concern of this thesis is to quantify and analyze the lithic 
(chipped stone) assemblage previously excavated by Hepp (2015) and the La 
Consentida Archaeological Project (LCAP) at the archaeological site of La 
Consentida in the lower Río Verde Valley, Oaxaca, Mexico. The lithic 
assemblage is comprised of over 500 artifacts mainly of obsidian and chert. This 
research represents a study of all primary context lithic artifacts from La 
Consentida and focuses on obsidian, the material most used at the site. In the 
first part of this thesis I provide an analysis of all lithic artifacts of this primary 
context assemblage collected during the 2012 field season. Additionally, I 
present technological considerations regarding manufacturing techniques and 
subsequent issues regarding technique implementation. The second part of this 
thesis examines the distribution of lithics, in addition to other artifact classes (i.e. 
ceramics and ground stone), at the site and relates this to manufacturing 
techniques and inferences towards social organization. Results indicate that the 
people of La Consentida favored obsidian as a material for lithic manufacture. 
While other materials were used to produce chipped stone, obsidian dominates 
the assemblage. Further, these materials were used in expedient lithic reduction, 
which characterizes the majority of the assemblage. In addition to expedient 
flakes, specialized tools are also present, although minimal. Additionally, the way 
in which lithics, and more importantly obsidian artifacts, are distributed at the site 
indicates a purposeful designation for manufacture and use in specific locations. 
iv 
The artifacts I examine here are crucial to determining the economic practices of 
this Early Formative period (2000–1000 B.C.) site. Ascertaining how the lithic 
artifacts were distributed at the site will help expand current understandings of 
Early Formative period exchange, crafting, and subsistence practices. 
Furthermore, these results may have implications for developing our 
understanding of social organization at the earliest known settled village in 
coastal Oaxaca. 
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CHAPTER ONE 
INTRODUCTION 
 
 
The study of obsidian in Mesoamerica has provided a wealth of 
information with interregional exchange, sourcing studies, and production being 
common themes (Blomster and Glascock 2010; Cobean 2002). Looking at 
obsidian at the local level, “the distribution of obsidian within sites can be used to 
understand social, political, and economic conditions and the daily importance of 
material culture in social and ritual life” (Clark and Salcedo Romero 1989:15; 
Cobean 2002; Costin 2007:146 [cited in Blomster and Glascock 2011:21]). 
Therefore, although archaeological work has been conducted in the lower Rio 
Verde Valley, Oaxaca, Mexico for over thirty years, minimal studies have focused 
on obsidian assemblages in the region (see Joyce et al. 1995; Levine et al. 
2011). Further, only minimal work on the obsidian assemblage of La Consentida 
has been conducted (see Hepp 2015; Joyce 1991; Williams 2012) although its 
occupational period, the Early Formative, is seen as an important time in 
Mesoamerican prehistory. 
While sufficient evidence exists detailing the importance of the Early 
Formative as a transitional period (see Blake and Clark 1999; Clark 1991, 1994, 
2004a; Clark and Blake 1994; Lesure and Blake 2002; Lesure, ed. 2009, 2011; 
Love 2007 [cited in Hepp 2015:21]), some significant questions remain. 
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Addressing the economic importance of obsidian may additionally reveal 
inferences of the socio-political conditions of the time. Although obsidian 
distribution alone may not provide a singular means of detailing social 
organization, it could augment existing understandings of La Consentida. For 
example, the obsidian at the site may provide evidence for different activities 
such as production of utilitarian versus ritual objects in specialized locations and 
thus indicate differences between households. The possibility of differences or 
similarities in crafting and subsistence practices exhibited between households 
may help expand current understandings of social changes/structure at La 
Consentida.  
Results of this analysis indicate the presence of an informal flaking 
technology, meaning the technique used to chip stone produces flakes with a 
sharp edge regardless of the flakes’ shape. However, formal tools are found at 
site. These tools have clear distal and proximal ends in addition to distinct 
shapes such as blades or drills. Obsidian is the dominant chipped stone at the 
site and its informal reduction is the result of the material available. Further, the 
intrasite distribution of lithics provides evidence for specialized crafting, 
manufacturing, and subsistence activities in specific locations which suggests 
inferences for a heterarchically complex community.  
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Oaxaca and the lower Río Verde Valley 
 The Mexican state of Oaxaca, located on the southwestern region of 
Mesoamerica along the Pacific coast, has long been an area of archaeological 
study. Archaeological research in Oaxaca is best known from studies of the 
Mixtec “Cloud People” and Zapotec of the highland valleys, though several 
regions of the state have been noted as seats of important political power during 
pre-Hispanic times (Joyce 1991a, 2010). The ecological variability of these 
regions (Figure 1.01) supported 16 distinct linguistic and ethnic groups (Winter 
1989), which developed large populations. Of these 16 groups, Chatino-related 
groups are thought to have occupied the lower Río Verde Valley prior to the 
Postclassic period (900–1521 A.D.) (see Joyce 2010; Winter 1989). During the 
Postclassic period, the Mixtecs invaded the coast and subsequently established 
the site of Tututepec and pushed the Chatinos further down the coast (see Joyce 
1993, 2010; Winter 1989). Thus, with many sites exhibiting a development in 
socio-political complexity, analysis has focused on understanding the rise and 
establishment of complex societies (see Marcus and Flannery 1996; Winter 
1989). 
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Figure 1.01: Map of the geographic regions of Oaxaca (from Joyce 2010). 
 
 
 Evidence of pre-Hispanic life dots the various areas of Oaxaca, especially 
the valleys, where productive land is plentiful. With its wide flood plain and large 
water discharge, the Río Verde travels from the highland valleys of the Mixteca 
Alta to the Pacific coast (Goman et al. 2010; Joyce 1991a). From its drainage 
basin in the highlands to its termination on the coast, the Río Verde has provided 
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its floodplains with some of the most productive agricultural areas in Oaxaca 
(Joyce 1991a). The lower Río Verde Valley provided fish, shellfish, marine and 
estuarine products, and rich agricultural land for its pre-Hispanic inhabitants 
(Goman 2010; Joyce 1991a). These resources stem from the valley’s varied 
ecology of semi-deciduous tropical forests, estuarine, mountainous, marine, and 
riverine environments (Goman 2010; Joyce 1991a). The local inhabitants could 
exploit products from the surrounding area such as salt, cacao, purpura dye, and 
cotton as well as fish and shellfish for both nutritional consumption and/or 
ornamental materials and as trade items (Joyce 1991a).  
Archaeology of the lower Río Verde Valley 
Early archaeological research in the lower Río Verde Valley along the 
Oaxacan coast was conducted in the 1950’s by Donald Brockington. Brockington 
led systematic studies and survey projects well into the 1970’s (Brockington et al. 
1974; DeCicco and Brockington 1956; Brockington and Long 1974 [cited in Joyce 
1991b]). Initially, DeCicco and Brockington (1956) described ten archaeological 
sites in the region between the towns of Pinotepa Nacional and Pochutla. During 
the following years and into the 1970’s, Brockington led the Oaxaca Coast 
Project which recorded 128 sites. Of these sites, 38 were located in the lower Río 
Verde Valley (Joyce 2013). As these were the first investigations along the 
Oaxacan coast, the objectives were to recover information on culture history and 
chronology, as well as to record as many sites as possible (Joyce 2013). Aside 
from a few specialized studies describing carved monuments at several sites in 
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the lower Río Verde (see Jorrín 1974), archaeological studies of the region then 
experienced a decade of hiatus. Not until 1986, with the beginning of the Río 
Verde Archaeological Project (RVAP) led by Susan Gillespie, David Grove, Raul 
Arana, and Marcus Winter, did concerted archaeological investigation of the 
lower Río Verde region resume. These investigations examined “the nature of 
early occupation, resource utilization, exchange, and cultural developments” of 
the region (Grove 1985 [cited in Joyce 1991a:130]). In the subsequent 30 years, 
the lower Río Verde has remained a prominent region of investigation. 
Archaeological studies have revealed a wealth of information on the pre-Hispanic 
inhabitants and their “independent cultural sequences,” which contradicts 
highland valley-centered perspectives related to the spread of social complexity 
from a conquering Monte Albán empire (Joyce 2008 [cited in Blomster and 
Glasscock 2011:24]). Excavations have been conducted at numerous sites, 
some of which were the subject of large-scale excavations. Full coverage 
surveys and non-systematic surface reconnaissance have also been undertaken 
(Joyce 2013). 
 During the resurgence of archaeological investigations by the RVAP in 
1986, the site of La Consentida was discovered (Joyce 1991a). The site is 
located east of the Río Verde on a coastal plain 5 km from the Pacific coast 
(Figure 1.02).  La Consentida is dominated by an earthen platform (Platform 1) 
located within the 4.5+ hectares of the site (Hepp 2015). Subsequent to the initial 
discovery, preliminary investigations were not conducted until 1988 (Joyce 
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1991a, 2005; Winter 1989) with the establishment of the Río Verde Formative 
Project (RVFP). These minimal investigations included the excavation of one test 
unit, sediment sampling, and surface collection at La Consentida, in addition to 
the excavations at Cerro de la Cruz, Río Viejo, and a test excavation at Loma 
Reyes. The test excavation at La Consentida’s Platform 1 recovered a charcoal 
sample that later produced an AMS radiocarbon date of 3480+/-60 or 1950–1640 
cal B.C. (Hepp 2015; Joyce 2005). During the 1988 RVFP, ceramic samples 
were taken from each site to establish a Formative period ceramic chronology of 
the valley. In addition to the ceramic artifacts, obsidian flakes were also 
recovered. Although no formal analysis of these artifacts was performed, the gray 
obsidian was noted as comprising informally produced percussion flakes with no 
distinct proximal or distal ends. In 2000, Joyce and colleagues (2009a; 2009b) 
performed a GPS mapping and surface survey project.  
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Figure 1.02: Reconstruction of open bay in the Early Formative period  
lower Río Verde Valley with locations of nearby sites containing Early Formative 
materials. (image courtesy of Jessica D. Hedgepeth Balkin [from Hepp 2015]) 
 
 
Further research at the site saw the establishment of the La Consentida 
Archaeological Project (LCAP), which is focused on detailing the transitional 
nature of subsistence, social organization, and sedentism during the Early 
Formative period. Research from LCAP may lead to broad implications of 
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socioeconomic changes not only in the lower Río Verde Valley and Oaxaca, but 
also in Mesoamerica as a whole.  
La Consentida is the only known site in the region to contain primary Early 
Formative period contexts (Hepp 2015). The site is located within the Chacahua 
National Park, is surrounded by dense vegetation, and is close to several 
estuaries. The excavation data suggest La Consentida was briefly occupied 
before the construction of Platform 1 (Figure 1.03). Platform 1 is approximately 5 
meters high and covers an area of 300 x 100 meters. An unused modern road 
cuts across its western edge. Atop Platform 1 sit seven earthen substructures 
(Substructures 1–7) which “supported domestic architecture and/or public 
buildings” that were made of wattle and daub (Hepp 2015:12). Research 
conducted in 2009 and 2012 designated several excavation areas (operation 
units) at the site: LC09 A and LC09 B in 2009; LC12 A–LC12 H in 2012 (Figure 
1.04). The operation units were divided into 1 x 1 m units and excavated in 5–20 
cm levels with cultural, rather than arbitrary, levels where possible. All sediments 
from excavation were screened with 1 cm mesh screens or 0.4 cm mesh when 
excavating high sensitivity areas (floors, burial fill, etc.). Provenience information 
for excavation areas “included operation, unit, and lot designations” (Hepp 
2015:83). 
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Figure 1.03. Topographic map of La Consentida showing Platform 1 and 
Substructures 1–7. (image courtesy of Hepp 2015:79). 
Figure 1.04. Topographic map with locations of 2009 and 2012 excavations 
(dimensions of operation areas are approximate. (image courtesy of Hepp 
2015:79). 
11 
 
 
To date, X-ray fluorescence has been performed on 45 samples from La 
Consentida (Hepp 2015; Joyce et al. 1995). The results of the XRF analysis 
concluded that the obsidian found at La Consentida came from 6 different 
sources from Central and Gulf coastal Mexico which included:  58% Pico de 
Orizaba, 18% Guadalupe Victoria, 9% Otumba, 7% Zaragoza, 6% Paredón, and 
2% Malpaís obsidian sources (Hepp 2015; Joyce et al. 1995; Williams 2012).  
These sources, namely Guadalupe Victoria, are regarded as a low-quality 
obsidian sources common during the Early Formative (Blomster and Glascock 
2010:192 [cited in Hepp 2015:350]) although sources like Paredón were used in 
the production of prismatic blades (see Cobean 2002; and Chapter Four below). 
Analysis of the black and gray obsidian flakes indicated that a small amount 
appears to be utilized (Hepp 2011a; Williams 2012 [cited in Hepp 2015 :90]). 
Apart from the geochemical, typological, and diachronic analysis of the obsidian 
assemblage excavated in 2009, further studies on the obsidian have not been 
conducted. Though existing data indicate that obsidian was recovered from 
domestic contexts, substructures, domestic building, fill, middens, and floors 
(Hepp 2015), specific information on the within-site distribution of obsidian has 
not yet been collected, nor has a distribution map been created. I address these 
issues by providing information on both the within-site distribution and possible 
uses of obsidian artifacts at the site.  
12 
 
Obsidian in Mesoamerica 
 The presence of lithics in the archaeological record can provide important 
information for researchers. A wealth of information can be extracted from lithics 
both in a quantitative sense (such as elemental data for sourcing) and as a basis 
for inferring the ritual importance certain materials. Studies of the lithic 
assemblage from the Neolithic site of  Çatalhöyük in present day Turkey, for 
example, revealed that obsidian had a “major socio-economic and symbolic 
significance for the community” (Mellaart 1964b:101 [cited in Carter 2011:3]). 
Although lithics, including all material types, present such an important artifact 
type for analysis, one can note a discrepancy in the amount of research 
dedicated to obsidian versus other lithic materials chosen for study in 
Mesoamerica. It is no surprise that, when referring to lithic artifacts in 
Mesoamerica, Vazquez (2009:135) states “simpler artifacts made of local 
materials have been overlooked” especially in the Early Formative period; but 
there are several reasons for this. When referring to the Early Formative period 
of Oaxaca, Vazquez notes that studies of exchange networks and prismatic 
blade production have taken precedence. Despite such concerns, significant 
studies on other material types have been conducted which revealed 
populations’ greater exploitation of local sources of chipped stone in comparison 
to obsidian (see Aoyama 2007; Moholy-Nagy 1991; Stemp et al. 2013). While 
there may be a preponderance of studies on obsidian compared to other raw 
materials such as chert, one must note the importance of obsidian to the pre-
13 
 
Hispanic people of Mesoamerica. It is also important to illustrate what analysis of 
this material can reveal, and thus note why obsidian is regularly researched (see 
Blomster and Glascock 2011; Saunders 2001). A major reason for this is the 
reliability of obsidian sourcing, while chert has been considered un-sourceable 
(see Speer 2014 for a study sourcing chert at a macro-regional, regional, and 
local scale). This ability to source obsidian has led to the material being used as 
a proxy for interaction networks, exchange, and economy in general (see Hruby 
2006; Joyce et al. 1995).  
Blomster and Glascock (2011:21) have detailed several additional reasons 
why obsidian is studied in Mesoamerica: obsidian illuminates domestic and 
political economy, can provide insights into household economy, can provide 
inferences of its use in ritual practices, and can provide evidence of intrasite 
access and distribution. This is evidenced by attributing obsidian to: craft 
specialization between households, use of obsidian for ritual activities and as 
ritual objects, and access to obsidian and its distribution within sites. Therefore, 
archaeologists have used a variety of technological and functional methods to 
infer the within-site use of obsidian in Mesoamerican villages. Subsistence and 
crafting practices can be inferred from marks on the stone (use wear). Because 
of their brittle nature, obsidian tools are generally discarded and replaced 
frequently (although this may be different in areas where obsidian is scarce) and 
therefore relates to the significant amount of obsidian found within sites. 
Additionally, use of these tools can be determined and attributed to specific site 
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areas while analysis can also discern a tool’s actual versus intended use (Clark 
and Lee 1984:269).  
Pre-Hispanic people used obsidian to create many items for both ritual 
and utilitarian purposes. One of the most used artifacts to be produced in pre-
Hispanic Mesoamerica is the prismatic blade. In terms of technical production 
and efficacy, compared to earlier cutting implements, it is largely regarded as one 
of the greatest forms of Mesoamerican technology (Jackson and Love 1991). 
The process employed in blade manufacturing allowed for extremely sharp and 
predictable prismatic blades to be produced. This process also reduced the 
amount of manufacturing waste, which is important for people living far from an 
obsidian source. Production of these blades involved various methods including 
soft hammering using “a billet [bone, antler, wood] but may include 
hammerstones of soft materials such as mudstone” (Andrefsky 1998:xxvii). 
Further, production involved indirect percussion where a flintknapper strikes a 
punch tool placed near a platform’s edge, which allows for control of the angle to 
direct the force more accurately. These blades were produced in large quantities 
and thus likely required the efforts of specialists in order to meet local and 
regional demand. These artifacts are found throughout Mesoamerica and can 
therefore detail wide distribution networks (Hirth 2003). Due to the ubiquity of 
prismatic blades beginning around the end of the Early Formative period 
(Jackson and Love 1991; however, see Hirth 2013 for some Early Formative 
period examples), it is interesting to note the relative absence of these tools at La 
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Consentida, which provides further evidence of the site’s early date. The small 
number of prismatic blades at La Consentida falls in line with current 
perspectives and therefore evidences the site with a similar pattern to 
contemporaneous sites.  
 
La Consentida’s Lithics 
Based on the most recent excavations of La Consentida, Hepp (2015) 
noted the recovery of a few prismatic blades. The majority of these artifacts (n=3) 
were found in shallow deposits of Substructure 2 in association with domestic 
contexts. Noting the strata (LC12 C-F1 and F-2) Hepp (2015:254) states that the 
prismatic blades were not found in primary contexts and might instead represent 
“occupational refuse and artifacts from after site abandonment” following the 
Early Formative period. While arguments have been made marking the 
appearance of prismatic blades as a common feature only after the Early 
Formative period (see Clark 1987; Clark and Lee 1984; Cobean et al. 1971), two 
prismatic blades were recovered from an early context at La Consentida. Hirth 
and colleagues (2013) have also recovered prismatic blades from Early 
Formative period contexts. Further, Blomster and Glascock (2010:192) note the 
presence of prismatic blades during the Cruz B phase (1200–850 B.C.) of the 
Nochixtlán Valley, Oaxaca. The occurrence of prismatic blades in the Early 
Formative and even earlier during the Archaic period (ca. 4000 B.C.) is also 
noted by several authors (Neiderberger 1976; MacNeish et al. 1967:22 [cited in 
16 
 
De Leon et al. 2009]). Therefore, the blades found at La Consentida may support 
inferences of later Early Formative period abandonment (Hepp 2015), as well as 
the early use of this stone technology.  
Most of the obsidian assemblage recovered from La Consentida appears 
to reflect an informal flake technology. The artifacts are mostly small flakes, 
comparable to the “conch” shaped flakes found at Paso de la Amada (Clark 
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(Williams 2012). The informal flake technology at La Consentida is comparable to 
other Early Formative period contexts (see Clark 1987; Lowe 1967, 1975; Winter 
1989). Further, Clark (1981:274) finds the lithics from Paso de la Amada to be 
atypical because the “percussion blow was perpendicular to the plane surface of 
the spall from which flakes were being removed” and relates this to the Early 
Preclassic industry. During the early excavations of a test pit (Op. LC88) at La 
Consentida, Joyce (1991b:409) recovered an “unusual” quantity of gray obsidian 
artifacts consisting of 12 chunks and 11 flakes. Joyce (1991b:409) further 
compared the density and color of obsidian artifacts to those of the Charco phase 
of Cerro de la Cruz, which consisted of 29 gray obsidian flakes and chunks with 
the latter making up most of the assemblage comparable to the lithics from La 
Consentida. The assemblage from Cerro de la Cruz differs from La Consentida, 
however, in “the proportion of flakes-to-chunks” as at the former chunks 
represent 13% of the obsidian, while at the latter chunks are 52% of the 
assemblage (Joyce 1991b:409). Although there are similarities present in these 
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two assemblages, Joyce (1991b) noted the possibility of sampling bias but 
further contends these differences in the assemblages may reflect functional 
differences. The 2009 excavations by Hepp recovered 444 obsidian artifacts. 
Combining the obsidian artifacts from the excavations of both Hepp and Joyce, 
Williams’ (2012:65) analysis noted: 237 flake fragments, 118 chunks, 110 
complete flakes, and “two possible bifacial implements.” Subsequent excavations 
by Hepp in 2012 also recovered artifacts of obsidian and chert. The assemblage 
is comparable to artifacts excavated by Hepp (2011) and Joyce (1991b), and 
Hepp (2015) describes the obsidian flakes as a product of “expedient lithic 
reduction.” This reduction technique is used to quickly/easily remove flakes from 
a core, with no regard for producing a distinct shape, and thus focuses on 
producing a sharp edge for various utilitarian purposes. This is comparable to 
Clark’s (1987:261) description of Early Formative Mesoamerican technology 
characterized as “simple, expedient technology,” and Clark further describes this 
technology as characterized by “poor quality obsidian” in the form of small flakes 
alongside extensive flake shatter. This study updates the comparisons between 
La Consentida and other Formative period sites exhibiting similar lithic 
assemblages. 
A similar obsidian assemblage to that of La Consentida has been 
recovered on the southern coast of the Isthmus of Tehuantepec at the site of 
Laguna Zope. Apart from a single prismatic blade, the obsidian assemblage at 
Laguna Zope lacked formal tools (only two identified) but rather comprised of 
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flake fragments, debris, and small flakes (Zeitlin 1978). Referring to obsidian 
artifacts from Paso de la Amada, which are comparable to that of La Consentida 
in that the assemblage is also comprised of small informal flakes and debitage, 
Clark (1981) noted a pattern in the description of these types of assemblages. 
Clark (1981:267) inferred that the reason numerous studies label these artifacts 
as “amorphous or non-descript flakes” is because of the difficulty in finding 
“meaningful variation among the flakes and debitage.” Despite these informal 
artifacts being found in various contexts, regions, and time periods, there 
appears to be only a minimal amount of studies dedicated to these artifacts. As 
argued by Clark (1981) the difficulty in discerning differences between flakes and 
debitage exemplifies why there is an obvious deficiency in the study of informal 
flakes and cores.  
In addition to the numerous informal lithic artifacts recovered at La 
Consentida, a small number of formal tools have been recovered. A notable 
example of formal tools present at the site is small chert drills. Similar drills have 
been found in coastal Oaxaca at the site of Laguna Zope (Zeitlin 1979) and 
throughout Mesoamerica and the New world in coastal societies (Gamble 2002; 
Jones and Klar 2005 [cited in Hepp 2015]). There may be an interesting 
connection present in subsistence and/or crafting activities or between coastal 
sites with similar lithic assemblages. Therefore, I analyzed the chert drills found 
within the La Consentida lithic assemblage to possibly reveal evidence of 
crafting/subsistence practices in connection with obsidian artifacts. 
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Theoretical Perspective 
An archaeologist’s primary goal is to study the material culture left behind 
by past societies in order to learn of their cultural practices. The study of this 
material has had a long trajectory, beginning with antiquarianism and then 
subsequent theoretical trends of culture history, processualism, and post-
processual or agent-based approaches (see Johnson 2010 for a summary of 
these theoretical trends). Each school of study defined what information one 
could gain from material culture; this is the case when studying chipped stone 
assemblages. While chipped stone has at times been considered merely 
utilitarian, it can also provide information on ceremonial/ritual activities (Carballo 
and Levine 2014). Accordingly, lithics are studied in various ways to trace 
societal changes from preceding time periods. Such studies include Lewis 
Binford’s (1971) research of the Human Relation Area Files, which illustrated 
how certain material culture (including lithics) in mortuary contexts can reveal 
social stratification, or Childe’s (1950) conclusion that expanding exchange 
networks and craft production coincided with increasing urbanism.  
The importance of lithic studies does not come solely from a functional 
perspective but from the evidence they might provide for inner workings of a 
society. While functional studies are necessary, studying how lithics are 
consumed throughout a site can reveal differences, as well as similarities, in 
crafting and subsistence practices which may be used to support inferences 
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regarding social organization. How people were socially organized at a site can 
be inferred by noting several aspects of material culture.  
In the study of Mesoamerican societies, focus on social complexity has 
been a mainstay of Early Formative period analysis (see Clark 2004a, 2004b; 
Blake and Clark 1999; Flannery and Marcus 2003; MacNeish 1992; Parsons 
1974; Sanders and Nichols 1988 [cited in Hepp 2015]). But while these studies 
aimed to show the presence of hereditary hierarchy, they have tended to 
overlook evidence for heterarchically complex communities. Noting the 
importance of considering a combination of politics/social organization, Blanton 
and colleagues (1996) advocate a focus on process rather than on stages of 
complexity. Furthering the approach of a combination of political/social 
organization apart from the two separate forms of complexity, Fargher and 
colleagues (2012) have outlined a competing system in Mesoamerica, which 
involves two dimensions of complexity. Fargher and colleagues argue this 
collective system, used by the Tlaxcallan society from the Basin of Mexico, 
incorporates an egalitarian and hierarchical system whereby commoners can be 
promoted to a higher status by certain achievements. This collective system 
survives by giving commoners “a stake in the welfare of the state” including 
“public security, voice in the government, protection form Aztec conquest, and 
access to a wide range of bulk and luxury goods” (Fargher et al. 2012:245).  
Considering these types of approaches allows for a broader view of 
society in which more than one strategy may be implemented rather than being 
21 
 
constrained to a single dimension of complexity. Material culture may provide 
evidence for determining which political strategies a community employed. Love 
(1999:128) states the “emergence of social complexity in Mesoamerica and 
elsewhere is marked by the creation of new material forms: monuments that 
transform the landscape, new assemblages of pottery and tools that fill houses, 
the jewelry, clothes, and other accoutrements that decorate and define people as 
individuals and members of groups.” This may be a means to provide evidence 
of change to the site’s social structure. Hepp (2015) detailed how different forms 
of material culture found at La Consentida provided evidence for social 
organization of the site. The forms of material culture analyzed were earthen 
architecture, anthropomorphic imagery, ancient jewelry, and ceremonial 
practices. Lithics represents a key type of material culture from the site that still 
requires detailed analysis. Analyzing all material types will add to existing results 
in order to gain a more complete picture of life at La Consentida.  
Building on Hepp’s (2015) work by providing a detailed analysis of La 
Consentida’s lithic assemblage should help to enhance understandings of social 
dynamics at the site. Lithics, and especially obsidian tools, were an important 
resource for the pre-Hispanic people of Mesoamerica (see Saunders 2001). For 
that reason, analyzing how lithics were distributed and utilized at La Consentida, 
and how they relate to other artifact classes, will increase understanding of 
crafting and subsistence practices at the site. Depending on the context in which 
it is found, chipped stone and its manufacturing refuse can provide information 
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regarding use, such as a certain type of lithic waste denoting craft specialization 
(see Clark 1997), and domestic economies within a site (see Blomster and 
Glascock 2011). Additionally, chipped stone can also provide information on 
interaction and exchange (see Joyce 1993; Zeitlin 1978, 1979), ritual contexts 
(see Carballo 2014: Chapter 7), hierarchy (Blanton 1978), and subsistence. 
Analyzing obsidian use at the household level, one can possibly infer “complex 
provisioning strategies and domestic economies” as well as possible craft 
production and specialization (Blomster and Glascock 2011:22).  
Beyond noting issues of crafting and subsistence, one may address 
practical issues concerning how obsidian was used as a tool. Therefore, studies 
involving macroscopic (less than 50x magnification) and microscopic (greater 
than 50x magnification) use wear analysis have been employed in Mesoamerica 
to determine the use of lithics. These types of analysis are useful for determining 
the actual function of a tool by noting its wear patterns (see Aldenderfer et al. 
1989; Stemp et al. 2010, 2013). These studies are based on the condition that 
stone tools used on certain objects create distinct marks on the lithic materials. 
The abundance of informal flakes versus formal tools at La Consentida and at 
other Early Formative period sites (see Clark 1981; Winter and Pires-Ferreira 
1976; and Zeitlin 1978 for sites with a similar assemblage to that of La 
Consentida) necessitates consideration of why these villages were importing a 
large amount of obsidian and in turn were manufacturing this material into small 
amorphous flakes. Therefore, analysis of the obsidian from La Consentida may 
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reveal use wear that can be analyzed to possibly provide evidence 
demonstrating crafting or subsistence practices. 
While recent research on La Consentida has focused on ceramic 
seriation, chronology, interaction networks, subsistence economy, and mortuary 
practices (see Hepp et al. 2014, 2017) little has been done at La Consentida in 
terms of formal lithics analysis to discern how chipped stone tools related to 
economic concerns of crafting and subsistence (though see Williams 2012). In 
order to provide new information regarding this significant period of emerging 
sedentism, social complexity, and reliance on agriculture at the earliest known 
settled village in coastal Oaxaca, this thesis will focus on how lithics are 
distributed at La Consentida, in what types of contexts, and with which artifact 
associations. Additionally, considering most of the lithic assemblage is comprised 
of ‘informal’ obsidian flakes not seen elsewhere in Oaxaca except at Laguna 
Zope (Zeitlin 1978) and Tierras Largas (see Winter and Pires-Ferreira 1976 [cited 
in Vazquez 2009]), these artifacts may represent a new flake technology 
implemented for subsistence or craft production during this transitional period. 
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CHAPTER TWO 
METHODS 
 
Typological Methods 
In a month-long period during the summer of 2017, I analyzed a collection 
of lithic artifacts from La Consentida. These artifacts were housed at the ex-
convent of Cuilapan de Guerrero in a facility operated by the Instituto Nacional 
de Antropología e Historia (INAH), the arm of the Mexican government in charge 
of archaeological undertakings and cultural patrimony. The sample of lithic 
artifacts examined comprises obsidian, chert, chalcedony, basalt, and 
quartz/quartzite excavated by Hepp (2015) from La Consentida during the 2012 
field season. While thousands of lithics were recovered during 2012, I have 
chosen in this thesis to focus on artifacts from primary contexts (n=569). Before 
entering it into a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet, I examined each chipped stone 
artifact according to several sets of criteria. Accordingly, these criteria represent 
the many columns in the spreadsheet such as descriptive information, context, 
etc. 
First, each artifact was recorded with the appropriate contextual 
information documented during excavation. This included the Field Specimen 
(FS) number, Operation (OP) #, unit, and lot. This information, corresponding to 
the location of the artifact at the site, was initially recorded by Hepp (2015).  
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Second, the chipped stone was placed into a descriptive “Artifact Type” 
category based partly on descriptions by Andrefsky (1998), Banning (2000), and 
Clark (1981). The artifacts were categorized into one of three classifications: 
flake (an artifact intentionally flaked from a larger core which terminates at an 
edge, and has indications of a possible striking platform and/or a bulb of 
percussion); core (usually blockier in shape and with noticeable flakes driven off 
in multiple directions); and debitage (artifacts with no discernable striking 
platform or bulb of percussion and no indication of being a specific artifact type or 
used in any manner). Special consideration was given to artifacts that went 
beyond the flake, core, and debitage descriptors and thus I labeled these 
artifacts differently. This included the following tools: drill, biface, blade, and 
scraper. Additional columns for these artifacts include more detail (see Appendix 
A).  
In the next descriptive category in the data sheet I designated the 
reduction sequence of the artifact. Thus, I made distinctions regarding whether 
the artifact was in the first (primary), second (secondary), or third (tertiary) phase 
of reduction, based on a version of Andrefsky's (1998:104) rank scale. The 
reduction sequence is based on the amount of cortex (the natural, weathered 
exterior of the stone) left on the artifact: primary- greater than 50% cortex; 
secondary- less than 50% cortex; tertiary- no cortex present. Additionally, the 
term “multidirectional” was added to this classification as a reduction sequence 
phase specifically for the labeling of cores. Further, (speaking of North America) 
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R. Barber (2018, personal communication) notes “it was not uncommon for 
material to be reduced at the point of origin to reduce the weight of transport.” 
This may be extended to Mesoamerica, and more specifically, to this 
assemblage as limited cortex has been found on cortical fragments and flakes. 
As cores in the collection exhibited no cortex, ‘multidirectional’ was used to note 
the direction of flake scars, which complemented other descriptive categories in 
the data sheet (see Appendix A).  
In order to note whether a lithic artifact had been retouched after the initial 
flaking, a “retouch” category was added. For this study, retouch is considered as 
tool maintenance or rejuvenation after initial use. This would be done in order to 
maintain an edge and thus the usefulness of a chipped stone artifact (see 
Andrefsky 1998:30; Bienenfeld and Andrefsky 1984). While previous studies of 
the lithic assemblage from La Consentida (Hepp 2015; Williams 2012) described 
the majority of the lithic artifacts as informal tools, a “tool” column was added in 
order to note whether an artifact can be labeled a tool or given an informal 
classification. A distinct separation between informal and formal tool was noted, 
as I define a tool as more closely resembling typical formal lithics with clear 
purposes of use such as a knife, blade, or drill. For ease of use in search 
queries, the column was simply given a ‘yes’ to note the artifact as a tool or left 
blank to signify it as informal. Although this accounts for only two distinctions, 
there is a possibility of what is labeled informal to represent a new tool type 
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previously unknown in Mesoamerica and thus the labeling scheme allows for 
variability in classification.  
The next category of analysis required a column describing the condition 
of the artifact as complete, broken, fragmented, or exhausted. “Complete” was 
used for descriptions regarding flakes where the bulb of percussion and striking 
platform were present, as well as a complete edge. The “complete” descriptor is 
also applied to lithics where the tool appeared finished or was in the process of 
finishing its manufacture. “Fragment” was also used in the description of flakes 
and tools where attributes were missing or broken. The term “broken” was used 
solely in reference to debitage as this material was lost during tool manufacture. 
It is also used to represent chipped material that presents no clear sign of use or 
distinguishing characteristics. A final description related to the condition of an 
artifact was specifically added for core classification. The term “exhausted” is 
used in reference to cores which have no use-life left for the production of 
additional flakes. If a core appeared broken in addition to being exhausted, this 
was further described in additional columns (see notes section of data sheet: 
Appendix A.03).  
A distinct measurement category was added in order to further describe 
the few tools that were examined. The cutting edge to mass (CE/M) ratio has 
been commonly used as an additional measurement when analyzing the 
prismatic blades found throughout Mesoamerica. While the usual calculation 
involves the “ratio of the edge length to the weight of all original material” (Sheets 
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and Muto 1972:633), the method was modified (as outlined by Sheets and Muto 
1972:633) for convenience and better applicability of the ratio. Considering the 
few tools found in the assemblage, the cutting edge was instead measured 
against the weight of the blade/tool in question and not the entire assemblage or 
blades found within the same context as “the recovery of contemporaneous 
cores, blades, and debitage is rare in archeology” (Sheets and Muto 1972:633). 
This is also due to the fact that the prismatic blades from the assemblage are 
unlikely to have come from the same obsidian core as preliminary visual 
examination indicates the use of different types of obsidian. Sheets and Muto 
(1972) suggested the CE/M can be indicative of obsidian scarcity in ancient 
times. Thus, prismatic blades found among populations far from an obsidian 
source will tend to be narrow and thin. As one gets closer to an obsidian source, 
prismatic blades will tend to be thicker and wider. Therefore, blades produced 
where obsidian is more easily attainable will have a lower CE/M ratio in 
comparison to those produced where no local source is available (however, this 
may not be applicable to sites where blades are not manufactured; see Hirth et 
al. 2013). For the purpose of this study, the CE/M ratio was not solely applied to 
prismatic blades. While generally used for this purpose, the small sample of 
obsidian prismatic blades in comparison to other tool types necessitated the 
application of the ratio to other artifacts where possible. Therefore, the 
measurement was applied to artifacts with a complete cutting edge, including 
some informal tools. For this study, I measured the cutting edge in millimeters. 
29 
 
When measuring prismatic blades, both cutting edges are measured in order to 
count the full cutting edge; for other artifacts, one measurement sufficed. The 
single measurement for informal tools with non-linear edges was taken by 
holding a string against the cutting edge, following its curvature, and then a 
measurement is taken of the piece of string. The cutting edge was then divided 
by the weight of the artifact in grams to arrive at the CE/M ratio. 
I also documented the material of each artifact. The majority of the lithic 
assemblage is composed of obsidian, chert, quartz/quartzite, chalcedony, ground 
stone, and basalt. In addition to material type, I also documented the color of the 
artifacts. When analyzing the artifacts, I used different light sources. The light 
sources included a common desk lamp and direct natural sunlight. In reference 
to obsidian, there are advocates for consistency in using a single light source 
while others prefer a variety of sources (Braswell et al. 2000). For this analysis, 
two light sources were used for the following reasons: 1. Using two different light 
sources can help bring out certain characteristics that “wash out” from solely 
using incandescent bulbs (Braswell et al. 2000); 2. Since this analysis took place 
during the rainy season in Oaxaca, and thus included days of heavy rains and 
overcast skies, direct natural sunlight was not always available; 3. Since the 
majority of the artifacts were not cleaned and had sediment adhering to them, the 
efficacy of light sources changed with each artifact. The detailed color analysis of 
each artifact allowed for more than one single color choice. Thus, I documented 
any observed distinct color variations for a more detailed analysis. For example, 
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the main color was given, such as gray, and then any variations were noted such 
as opaque, translucent, etc. While color variation in obsidian has been commonly 
used as a means of visual sourcing in Mesoamerica (see Braswell et al. 2000; 
Heller and Stark 1998 for sourcing of obsidian from the Maya region; and Levine 
et al. 2011 for an example from the lower Río Verde Valley) for the purpose of 
this analysis, color variations were noted solely to detail the variation/similarities 
of obsidian found at La Consentida and not as a means for sourcing (see Hepp 
2015 and Williams 2012 for sourcing data of La Consentida obsidian). 
Additionally, visual sourcing of obsidian from Mexico has its difficulties as the 
majority of sources are black and gray with the exception of the green obsidian 
from Pachuca.  
After these categories were established, each artifact was run through a 
series of measurements. I measured the length, width, and thickness of each 
artifact in the assemblage with digital calipers accurate to 0.01 mm. Each artifact 
was then weighed using a digital scale set to measure to 0.01 gram. If an artifact 
was too small to register a weight on the scale, the weight documented was 
noted as <0.01 g. 
The next several variables measured are related in part to manufacturing 
processes. These categories are intended to capture fracturing and hammering 
errors made during lithic manufacture. According, in part, to definitions proposed 
by Andrefsky (1998) and Banning (2000), three types of fracturing errors were 
common among the assemblage: 1. Hinge fracture/termination- when the force of 
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the impact used to remove the flake turns away from the objective piece and the 
typical curved surface of the fracture often resembles a door hinge; 2. Step 
fracture/termination- abrupt snapping or breaking of the flake during removal 
resulting in multiple/parallel fractures; 3. Eraillure scar- scar resulting from a chip 
or flake within the bulb of percussion (not on an edge) produced during the 
original flake removal impact usually formed during hard rather than soft 
hammering of a stone.  
While these are not the only mistakes made during the process of 
producing chipped flakes, they are representative of common fracturing errors 
found throughout the assemblage (see Results chapter). While the detailing of 
mistakes and manufacturing processes in this analysis is not exhaustive, for the 
purpose of this study the information is sufficient to add to the main argument of 
this thesis. Further, beyond the three categories, any additional visible 
manufacturing errors were documented in the data sheet (see Appendix A.03). 
Also, as multiple errors could occur on the same piece of chipped stone, the 
categories were labeled by number of each error found rather than noting 
presence or absence. This would allow for additional analysis by noting the 
overall number of errors in the entire assemblage or within artifact types or 
material types. Therefore, further details of these categories are explained in the 
notes section.   
Another category added to the spreadsheet was “context.” Although 
contextual information has been documented in the first few columns of the 
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spreadsheet (i.e., Op#, unit, lot), this was used as a means for quick reference. 
This additional category allowed for an easier view of where the context of 
artifact recovery (e.g., house, house floor, midden, or burial). This also allowed 
for search queries within the spreadsheet to be easily accessible, thus allowing 
for better analysis. As this information is the result of previous excavations, all 
contextual information including provenience data as well as the simpler 
categorization was directly taken from Hepp (2015). This category was not just 
an addition for greater detail but is necessary to answer questions of artifact 
distribution throughout the site. Thus, it was imperative to use Hepp’s (2015) data 
to make any conclusive analysis.   
The next category to be added to the spreadsheet was a ‘use wear’ 
column. This category is answered either ‘yes’ or ‘no’ depending on whether I 
was able to identify any possible use wear on the artifact. In order to identify any 
traces of use wear, two magnification items were used: 1. A Plugable 250x 
Digital USB Microscope; 2. A 30x pocket illuminating eye loupe. The Plugable 
USB microscope had an estimated range of 50x to 250x magnification. As 
precise magnification levels were not available (not displayed on device), all 
magnifications are approximate. According to the manufacturer’s website I was 
able to reach 250x magnification as well as 50x. This did not deter the 
identification of possible use wear on the artifacts. Therefore, a ‘yes’ under the 
use wear column results from the identification of wear in the form of striations 
and/or edge use.  
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As both high and low magnification is used in archaeological analysis 
(including this thesis), researchers have often studied what level of magnification 
can reveal the best results when looking at different types of use wear. Before 
1964, researchers sought to understand tool function without the use of 
microscopy (see Semenov 1964). Since then, researchers have increasingly 
used microscopy to identify not only the presence of use wear but also to 
interpret what actions may have caused different wear patterns. Three doctoral 
dissertations in microscopy from the 1970’s advocated for different techniques in 
order to figure out tool function. Keeley (1977) advocated for high magnification 
of 500x, Odell (1977) was a proponent of low magnification of under 100x, and 
Kamminga (1978) used microscopy on aboriginal stone tools and compared 
them with “ethnographically verifiable functions” (Andrefsky 1998:20). 
As mentioned above, only a few of the artifacts were washed or cleaned of 
dirt in order to leave all residues for future analysis (see Morell-Hart et al. 2014). 
Therefore, wear was not easily discernable on the majority of artifacts. This 
placed more emphasis on artifacts that were documented earlier as containing 
the characteristics of ‘tools’, or which had distinct edges where use would likely 
be found. While use wear studies have proven to be effective in determining 
aspects of economy, social organization, craft specialization, ritual activities, and 
subsistence (e.g., Aldenderfer et al. 1989; Aoyama 2007; Keeley 1980; Stemp 
2016; Stemp et al. 2010), for the purpose of this study and given the time 
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allotted, use wear is used as a means of further differentiating debitage from 
informal flakes.  
The next category added to the spreadsheet was a photo column. This 
column was added to note if an artifact had an associated picture taken. First, 
pictures were taken using a Nikon DX DSLR with an 18–55mm lens. The artifacts 
were placed in a lightbox with two lamps providing light in addition to the flash 
from the digital camera. The lightbox and additional lights were used as a means 
to provide diffused light to better photograph the artifacts’ flaking scars. Second, 
pictures were also taken with the Plugable USB microscope in order to provide 
magnified images, which detailed possible use wear, as well as any 
distinguishing characteristics. At least two pictures were taken of each artifact 
providing a dorsal and ventral view, and additional photos were taken for 
distinguishing marks. Additionally, “family photos” (Jeff Brzezinski and Guy Hepp 
2017 personal communication) were taken which consisted of multiple artifacts in 
the same picture representing similar artifact types.   
To conclude the spreadsheet, I added a final “notes” column. This section 
contains additional information not found in the previous categories. This 
includes various observations as well as additional descriptions of characteristics 
such as: commenting on the presence/absence of attributes including striking 
platform, bulb of percussion, etc.; noting any distinguishing marks; commenting 
on possible artifact function; and noting any general thoughts on the artifact. All 
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artifacts analyzed from La Consentida have additional descriptive information in 
this column.  
Upon completion of the artifact analysis, another column was added to the 
spreadsheet. The “export” category was added to note which artifacts were going 
to be exported out of the INAH facility and thus out of Mexico and into the United 
States. While this column is left blank, an additional spreadsheet was created 
with Dr. Guy Hepp to keep track of the artifacts. Only artifacts made of obsidian 
were chosen for export and consisted of those which had likely evidence of use 
wear. The exported samples were subsequently sent to and examined by Dr. Jon 
Lohse who analyzed the obsidian for evidence of the manufacturing process 
used to produce the lithics. 
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CHAPTER THREE 
RESULTS 
 
Lithic Analysis  
In this chapter I discuss the results of my analysis of all lithic (chipped 
stone) artifacts (N=569) (Figure 3.01). These artifacts do not comprise the entire 
assemblage of lithics collected during the 2012 excavations at La Consentida but 
rather are all artifacts found within primary contexts at the site. Thus, their 
provenience within primary contexts is appropriate for the analysis. These 
artifacts that are directly attributed to contexts such as middens or occupational 
surfaces allow for analysis to determine where lithics were regularly used at La 
Consentida, and how these lithics relate to location at the site as well as any 
associations with other artifact types.  
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Figure 3.01: Total artifact counts and percentages. Artifacts possibly attributed to 
a certain type have been combined (e.g. possible biface is included in biface 
category). 
 
 
Debitage 
The majority of chipped stone artifacts from primary contexts at La 
Consentida fall into three categories: flake, debitage, and core. In addition to 
these three categories, four more descriptors were added to identify the special 
artifact types: biface, blade, drill, and scraper. These seven artifact types 
comprise the total lithic assemblage analyzed. Within the 569 artifacts collected 
from primary contexts during the 2012 excavation at La Consentida, over half 
(56%; N=320) were in the form of debitage. As noted above (see Methods 
chapter), debitage is characterized by a lack of a striking platform or bulb of 
percussion and an absence or visible indication of being a specific artifact type or 
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of being utilized. Debitage is regularly regarded as a waste product created in the 
manufacture of artifacts and preparation of various implements such as tools or 
cores. Although research focus is generally aimed at chipped stone artifacts and 
not at the waste that results from their production, debitage can reveal significant 
information. The presence of debitage can be “used to determine likely locales of 
lithic production” (Moholy-Nagy 1997 [cited in Hruby 2006:7]). Also, based on the 
amount and location of the debitage, as well as any possible associations with 
other artifact types or specific locations/distributions within a site, one can make 
inferences regarding chipped stone use, skill levels of manufacture, what was 
being produced and areas where artifacts were retouched/rejuvenated. 
Inferences can be made concerning specialized locations for manufacturing such 
as workshops or households, evidence of crafting activities, or possible 
interaction networks based on the materials’ source. Therefore, one can 
denounce the common perception of debitage as a waste product that is useless 
in comparison to finished products (Hruby 2006) and thus extract the information 
of the debris based on factors such as context, associated artifacts, and quantity. 
Also, these lithics can be used to note production debitage (see Fedick 1991) 
workshop debris (see Masson 2001) and areas of chipped stone use. Further 
examination can lend itself to the identification of production and consumption 
areas (Hruby 2006:81).  
 For the purpose of this analysis, and given the limited amount of time as 
well as “the extreme difficulty to find meaningful variation among debitage,” 
39 
 
debitage was not heavily examined to discern between different types (Clark 
1981:267). However, distinctions between manufacturing processes were made 
when possible (i.e. describing what process produced the debitage). The total 
weight of all debitage is 342.63 g and individual weights range from 0.03 g to 
29.35 g with two outliers in the assemblage weighing 29.35 g and 25.19 g, 
respectively. Aside from the outliers, the weights are spread out from the average 
(Table 3.01). As previously mentioned, to properly identify the stage in production 
in which the artifacts fall, I follow Andrefsky’s (1998) model which is outlined in 
the “Methods” chapter. Following this model, I categorized four of the 320 pieces 
of debitage in the assemblage as being in the second stage of cortex removal. 
One artifact remained questionable as I was not able to identify the production 
stage because it was left unwashed for possible microbotanical analysis. The 
remaining 315 debitage artifacts were all classified as tertiary because they had 
no remaining cortex. Also, the five debitage pieces that are found to be in the 
secondary stage of production contrast the 315 tertiary pieces not only in stage 
of manufacture but also in the material from which they were made. These 
artifacts are made from chert, basalt, and quartz. The presence of cortex on 
these artifacts can possibly be attributed to these being locally available 
materials and thus were produced from previously unworked cores.    
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Table 3.01: Measurement averages of all artifact types. "Scraper/core" artifact 
included in "core" measurements 
 Length 
(mm) 
Width 
(mm) 
Thickness 
(mm) 
Weight 
(g) 
Median 
weight (g) 
Std. dv. 
Weight (g) 
Debitage 14.9 12.1 4.9 1.1 0.66 2.3 
Core 20.6 15.8 8.1 3.4 1.4 5.1 
Flake 16.1 34.9 4.3 1.2 0.7 1.5 
Biface 24.1 12.2 5.1 1.5 0.7 1.4 
Blade 29.5 9.2 4.7 2 0.62 3.3 
Drill 27.6 10.1 8.1 2.3 2.8 1.3 
 
 The majority (N=299) of debitage artifact pieces are made from obsidian 
(Figure 3.02). When looking at any possibilities of retouch, it appears that none of 
the pieces of obsidian debitage show indication of being reworked or modified 
after breaking off during manufacture. The CE/M ratio was not applicable to any 
of the obsidian debitage pieces as there is no cutting edge on the artifacts to 
measure. The single occurrence of an obsidian debitage artifact broken into two 
pieces was likely done during excavation rather than in antiquity.  
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Table 3.02: Measurement averages of artifact type by material. Possible 
blade/drill/drill pre-form artifacts added to end of table (*). 
Artifact Type Material Count Length 
(mm) 
Width 
(mm) 
Thickness 
(mm) 
Mean 
 
Std. dv 
Debitage Obsidian  300 14.6 11.7 4.7 7.16 5.08 
  Chert  12 16.3 13.9 7.3 8.6 4.6 
  Chalcedony  1 21.6 15.6 7.4 10 7.1 
  Quartz 4 22.8 13.4 8.9 11.4 7 
  Basalt  4 4.2 28.5 20.3 17.6 12.3 
Core            
  Obsidian  26 18.4 7.2 14.3 9.0 5.6 
  Chert  1 41.5 30.6 14.7 19.5 13.4 
  Quartz 1 34.1 23.5 18.6 16.6 7.9 
Flake            
  Obsidian  187 15 36 4.2 18.7 16.1 
  Chert  7 18.5 18.7 6 10 7.2 
  Quartz 1 29.6 17.6 6.7 11.9 11.4 
  Basalt  3 13.3 15.4 2.6 8.2 6.8 
Biface            
  Obsidian  4 18.7 13.1 4.7 8.2 7 
Blade            
  Obsidian  4 19.5 9.4 3.5 6.9 8 
Drill            
  Obsidian  4 21.9 8.8 7.4 8 7.9 
  Chert  6 32.6 11.4 8.9 11.1 13 
  Chalcedony  1 20.5 7.1 5.4 6.9 8.2 
*Biface/blade/ 
drill 
           
  Chert  1 45.7 8.6 6.3 12.3 22.1 
*Blade/drill 
pre-form 
           
  Chert  1 69.6 8.3 9.9 17.7 34.9 
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.Figure 3.02: Debitage count percentage by material type. 
 
 
Aside from the majority of obsidian debitage artifacts, the other material 
types in the assemblage include chert, chalcedony, quartzite, quartz, and basalt. 
The combined non-obsidian artifacts account for only 6.5% (N=21) of debitage 
pieces. Chert accounts for only 4% (N=12) of the total debitage artifact 
assemblage. As mentioned above, the majority of the debitage artifacts are found 
to be in the tertiary reduction sequence. The majority of chert artifacts fall within 
this stage classification as they exhibit no cortex and are not broken which can 
be distinguished by a difference in surface weathering. There are two artifacts, 
however, (FS# 9432a and 8270a) that exhibit < 50% cortex and thus are labeled 
as secondary. None of the obsidian or chert debitage shows indication of having 
been retouched or rejuvenated. Additionally, CE/M ratio was not applicable. In 
noting the count of artifacts, one chert debitage piece (FS# 9427j) was broken in 
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two during excavation; this is based on the evidence that the pieces refit together 
and the weathering of the stone was similar throughout both pieces. Two more 
chert artifacts, FS# 10024b and FS# 8992a, are also found to be broken in two 
pieces. It is not known how the second artifact was broken but the third appears 
to have been accidentally broken during excavation. In comparing measurements 
between obsidian and chert debitage artifacts, it appears that chert debitage has 
average measurements higher than that of obsidian debitage (Table 2). This may 
possibly be a factor of obsidian being more brittle than chert and/or the result of 
smaller nodules of obsidian being available in comparison to chert in addition to 
the type of implements they are choosing to make. 
In addition to both obsidian and chert debitage, the five remaining material 
types represent a small fraction of the assemblage: chalcedony (N=1); quartzite 
(N=3); basalt (N=4); and quartz (N=1). Out of these artifacts, one quartzite (FS# 
8244d) and one basalt (FS# 9278e) piece were found to be in the secondary 
stage of reduction while all others were tertiary. In terms of condition of the 
artifacts, all but one is classified as broken. This singular piece of quartzite (FS#-
10103F) is labeled as a fragment because of its irregular rectangular and 
triangular shape that does not have a bulb of percussion or striking platform. 
Visual analysis suggests that the artifact may be debitage from tool manufacture 
or even be a tool fragment itself. Measurements of these artifacts (Table 3.02) 
indicate that chert, chalcedony, and basalt show higher averages. This may 
evidence the use of larger nodules of material or due to brittleness inherent in 
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obsidian. As these debitage pieces did not present any clear indication that a 
sharpened edge was part of its manufacturing process, the CE/M ratio was not 
applicable.  
 Cores 
 The next artifact class examined in the chipped stone assemblage is 
cores. Cores are defined as blocky artifacts that bearing evidence of flakes being 
driven off, often in multiple directions. These artifacts make up 5% (N=29) of the 
total lithic assemblage (Figure 3.03). 
 
 
 
Figure 3.03: Typical cores from La Consentida. Scale in centimeters. Photograph 
by the author. 
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 The total weight of the obsidian cores (N=26) is 49.52 g, with a range from 
0.25 g–6.65 g. To better fit this artifact type, the reduction sequence category 
was augmented. While the cortex model was still applicable, other classifications 
were added (i.e. bipolar, multidirectional, and exhausted) which allowed me to 
record the direction of flake removal, a necessary descriptor for this artifact class. 
The reduction sequence of obsidian cores is entirely in the tertiary stage as there 
was no visible cortex. Eighteen (62%) of the obsidian cores were classified as 
multidirectional. Following the classifications of Clark (1981) and Andrefsky 
(1998), the term multidirectional describes cores with flakes driven off in multiple 
directions including both the ventral and dorsal sides. Thus, when initially 
analyzing the obsidian assemblage and blocky pieces of obsidian showed signs 
of flaking in multiple directions, this indicated the possibility of a core rather than 
another artifact type. This was discernible as the flake scars on the artifacts show 
no indication of being driven off in a uniform or planned manner. Along with these 
two reduction classifications, a third descriptor was added for a single obsidian 
core in the collection. This artifact was labeled as a bipolar core, which is defined 
either by “pieces of obsidian from which bipolar flakes have been removed” 
(Clark 1981:271), or as non-exhausted cores with bipolar rather than 
multidirectional flaking. These types of cores are found in various shapes and 
sizes since they have not been exhausted.  
 The condition of the obsidian cores was classified into four categories: 
fragment, complete, broken, or exhausted. This category works in conjunction 
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with the reduction sequence as an additional analysis. Only 11.5% (n=3) of the 
obsidian cores were fragmented. These artifacts were apparently fragmented 
during the manufacture of flakes. “Broken” describes obsidian cores damaged 
after initial deposition, which is found among only three (11.5%) artifacts. 
Evidence of this on the artifact includes fresher/less-weathered surfaces in 
comparison to the rest of the artifact with no indication of attempted flake 
removal. While the descriptor “complete” is used in the data sheet, the analysis 
of cores requires a different classification. “Complete” is regularly used to note 
other artifacts in this assemblage that have all the distinguishing characteristics 
of that artifact class (e.g., platform and bulb for a flake). As cores can be 
complete in any stage, unless they have been broken or fragmented, the term 
exhausted was used to better note whether the core was still useful or had no 
use life left in the creation of new flakes.  
 Eighteen (62%) of the obsidian cores found within this assemblage are 
noted as exhausted and thus are not useful for manufacturing any new flakes. Of 
these exhausted cores, two (FS# 8410d, 9440) are possibly scalar cores. 
Referencing White (1968), Clark (1981) describes scalar cores as bipolar cores 
that have been exhausted, are small, and have flake scars on both the ventral 
and dorsal sides. Further, they have also been described as thumbnail scrapers 
because of their small size and similarity to square shaped bifaces (see Coe and 
Flannery 1967; Green and Lowe 1967). Given that the majority of the obsidian 
cores are exhausted, it is important to note the size of these artifacts. These 
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measurements can be used to detail the size at which these artifacts become too 
small to use. Besides the outlier (44.86 mm in length) the cores largely clustered 
around the same measurements (Table 3.02) and one could easily see how no 
new flakes could be manufactured from cores of such small size. Attributes of 
retouch/rejuvenation are shown on a single core of the assemblage. This is the 
only core (FS# 9010b) which appears to have been retouched after it was 
exhausted.  
 Besides the twenty-six obsidian cores, chert (N=2) and quartzite (N=1) 
make up the remainder of this artifact type. The total weight of these three 
artifacts is 50.27 g. In contrast with the obsidian, which all lacks cortex, one of 
the chert cores (FS# 9936b) retains some cortex. The remaining chert artifact 
(FS#- 9321l), which has no cortex, is unique among the core assemblage and 
has raised questions about its artifact class (Figure 3.04). 
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Figure 3.04: Chert scraper/core. FS# 9321l. Scale in centimeters. Photograph by 
the author. 
 
 
While I have designated it as chert core, the flake scars on the stone show 
multidirectional scarring and some of these scars terminate at a sharp edge. This 
may lead to a different classification (possible scraper?) but for now it remains in 
the core category. None of the artifacts appear to be retouched in any manner. 
Determining the condition of the artifacts led to a single core being classified as 
complete. This is the chert core that also has characteristics of being a scraper. 
The other chert core which has some cortex is labeled a fragment since it is not 
in a stage where flakes were ready to be driven off for use.  The remaining core 
is made of quartzite which is not a material regularly found in the area and is 
believed to have been transported into the site. Also, this core showed possible 
indications of being utilized on its distal edge, but only once the artifact is washed 
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will one be able to form a conclusive determination. In comparing the two chert 
cores and single quartzite core against the obsidian cores, the average size of 
cores based on material is highly skewed given the small sample size of non-
obsidian cores (Table 3.02). The chert and quartzite cores are approximately 
double the size of their obsidian counterparts. This is possibly due to obsidian’s 
brittleness which makes it easier to keep flaking at smaller sizes in comparison to 
harder materials. Despite the difference in number of cores based on material 
types, this size difference may imply patterns of tool manufacture/use at the site, 
but more samples would help this determination. 
Flakes  
 The next artifact category in the lithic assemblage is flakes. These small 
irregular flakes, many of which may be described as “conch-shaped” or bipolar 
per Clark (1981), are products of an informal flaking technology (Figure 3.05; see 
next section for manufacturing techniques). While similar lithic assemblages are 
known in other Early Formative contexts (see Clark 1987; Clark and Lee 
2007:113; Lowe 1967,1975,1977 [cited in Hepp 2015:251]) they have been 
attributed to assemblages that lack prismatic blades or formal tools. Thus, 
researchers have grappled with finding a conclusive interpretation for the use of 
such informal flakes. One recurring explanation has been manioc processing, 
with some researchers proposing that the flakes could have been mounted onto 
wooden tablets to create a type of grating board (see Davis 1975; Lowe 
1967,1975; but see Deboer 1975:431 and Lewenstein and Walker 1984 for a 
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differing view [cited in Hepp 2015:251-252]). Recently, microbotanical analysis of 
chipped stone artifacts is generating evidence of the actual use of lithics (see 
Morell-Hart et al. 2014). In this collection, microbotanical analysis by sonication 
has provided direct evidence of use for three obsidian flakes and one chert flake 
(see Berube 2017). The analysis of the obsidian flakes revealed the presence of 
many starch grains and grasses that were unidentifiable because of damage 
(including heat damage) on the microbotanical samples. Tentative identifications 
by Berube (2017) have noted the possibility of some of the starches coming from 
sweet potato, cocoa, amaranth, or chenopodium. Analysis of the single chert 
flake resulted in the identification of “one Poaceae rondel phytolith and one other 
probably coming from the Bombaceae” [both commonly attributed to herbs and 
cereals)].... a Poaceae Zea mays starch grain [i.e. maize kernel]… and a rondel 
phytolith from the Poaceae family in the sonicated wash” (Berube 2017:9). 
Although the results are not conclusive because of the condition of the remains, 
this analysis presents possible evidence for the use of these flakes on root crops 
and grasses. Further analysis on more obsidian flake artifacts is needed for 
better results.  
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Figure 3.05: Typical informal obsidian flakes from La Consentida. Scale in 
centimeters. Photo by the author. 
 
  
 Flakes represent the second largest artifact type within this assemblage, 
behind debitage. These flakes are made from various materials and account for 
34% (N=198) of the assemblage. Focusing on the separate material types, 
obsidian comprises 94% (N=187) of the flake assemblage and obsidian flakes 
are 32% (by count) of the entire lithic collection. Flakes, as a category, are 
defined as having been intentionally detached from a core by means of 
percussion or pressure. This definition is further extended to differentiate from 
debitage by the possible presence of a striking platform and/or bulb of percussion 
with an edge termination. Andrefsky (1998:xxiii) differentiated between flakes and 
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flake tools by clarifying that the latter are flakes that have been subsequently 
modified by retouch and/or use (Figure 3.06). Since some flakes are detached 
from a core in different stages of production, it is necessary to note the reduction 
stage the artifacts are in. In this collection, all the obsidian flakes have no cortex 
and are in the tertiary stage. Noting the condition of the artifacts, complete flakes 
are classified by having a striking platform, bulb of percussion, and a terminated 
edge. Fragments then, are flakes showing at least one but not all of these traits; 
artifacts lacking all of these attributes would be classified as debitage (Figure 
3.07).  
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Figure 3.06: Photo and drawing of large, utilized obsidian flake: hinge termination 
and pecking in the center of the dorsal face. Appears to be a large version of the 
small conch shaped flakes in this assemblage.  
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Figure 3.07: Flake condition percentages. “Complete” includes artifacts that are 
possibly complete but require further analysis. 
 
 
 Among these artifacts, the majority (N=160) have been classified as 
obsidian flake fragments. These fragments have a varied range in the attributes 
that they are missing. For example, two flakes with the appearance of a platform 
can differentiate in the condition of the platform itself. One platform can be 
perfectly intact, while a different platform can be broken or even crushed. Broken 
or crushed platforms have a distinct look (i.e. no longer useful for removing the 
desired flakes) in comparison to intact platforms (flat, multi-faceted, or abraded) 
and as such this is noted in the data sheet (see Appendix A.03). Further, the 
appearance of the bulbs of percussion and the possible feathered edge can also 
differ among these flakes, or the flakes can simply be missing one of these 
attributes altogether. Since a distinct attribute of these flakes is the presence of a 
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feathered edge, I measured any complete edges in order to determine the CE/M 
ratio. When looking at the obsidian flake fragments, none of the artifacts have an 
edge that would be applicable to this measurement. However, when looking at 
the complete (N=26) obsidian flakes, four of these artifacts have a complete 
terminated edge and were thus measured (Table 3.03). While other flakes may 
show signs of a sharp edge, this does not mean it was intentional or was 
necessarily utilized, so the ratio was only applied to a select few flakes1. Further, 
out of the 187 in the collection only one appears to have evidence of possible 
retouch. This flake (FS# 8288c; Figure 3.08) appears to have been removed from 
a larger flake and then retouched to form a sharp cutting edge; following 
Andrefsky’s (1998:xxvii) definition, then, it would be classified not as a flake but 
as a flaking tool. The average measurements of the obsidian flakes are found on 
Table 3.02.  
________________________________________________________________________ 
1
Based on the measurements from Table 3.03, two of the obsidian flakes have a low 
CE/M while one flake has a high ratio. Following Sheets and Muto (1972 [Chapter 2]), 
higher CE/M ratios indicate artifacts made from obsidian from a farther source while a 
lower ratio indicates obsidian from a close source. Although these flakes point towards 
obsidian from a close source, previous XRF (see Hepp 2011a; Joyce et al. 1995; 
Williams 2012) results show the nearest sources to be in Gulf coastal and Central 
Mexico. Therefore, as the majority of the measured samples have a high CE/M ratio, the 
lower ratios may be attributed to artifact type given that the lowest ratios are those 
attributed to flakes. However, with such a small sample of ratios available, a larger 
sample size is needed to make definitive conclusions. 
  
 
 
                                                 
1  
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Table 3.03: Cutting Edge/Mass (CE/M) ratio separated by operation. 
FS# Operation Artifact type Material CE/M ratio 
7320b LC09 B Blade Obsidian 76.6 
7740a LC12 A Blade Obsidian 71.4 
9190c LC12 E Blade Chert 17.2 
7660e 
8174c 
8047c 
LC12 C 
LC12 C 
LC12 C 
Flake 
Blade 
Blade  
Obsidian 
Obsidian 
Obsidian  
7.6 
37.1 
144.2 
8116 LC12 D Flake Chert 7.4 
9278b 
9060d 
9212 
9398h 
9389b 
LC12 G 
LC12 G 
LC12 G 
LC12 G 
LC12 G 
Flake 
Flake 
Flake 
Biface 
Biface  
Obsidian 
Obsidian 
Obsidian 
Obsidian 
Chert  
7.5 
86.3 
3.6 
3.46 
45.69  
 
 
 
 
Figure 3.08: Possible flaking tool retouched after initial removal. 
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 Other materials are also used to produce flakes. One of the other 
materials is chert. Only seven artifacts in the assemblage are chert flakes. Just 
as discussed above for obsidian flakes, the chert artifacts also result from the 
tertiary reduction stage. The majority of chert flakes (N=5) are fragments, one is 
broken, and the remaining flake is complete. As previously mentioned, fragments 
differ in their range of attributes. Instead of being labeled debitage, this artifact 
shows characteristics that designate it in the flake category. This artifact has a 
possible striking platform but lacks a bulb of percussion. The distal edge is 
mostly absent and appears to have been damaged in excavation. Only one flake 
(FS# 9519d) appears to have been retouched. This is evidenced by its bifacial 
scars created after the piece was flaked off from a core. Only one (FS# 8116) of 
these chert artifacts had a measurable cutting edge (Table 3.03). This flake has 
evidence of multidirectional flake scars on the edge of its dorsal face and thus 
the CE/M ratio was applicable (7.4 CE/M). The average measurements of these 
artifacts are found on Table 3.02. 
 The remaining material types in the flake category are quartzite and 
basalt/granite. Quartzite accounts for only one flake while basalt accounts for 
three flakes in the collection. The single quartzite flake was produced during 
tertiary reduction, has a broken platform, and lacks a bulb of percussion 
(although the lack of a prominent bulb may be due to the material [R. Barber 
2018, personal communication]). This flake shows no evidence of retouch and 
the present edge is not applicable for the CE/M ratio, but its average 
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measurement is found on Table 3.02. With the remaining basalt flakes, two out of 
the three are tertiary while one was produced during primary reduction of a core 
and thus has >50% cortex. All three of the flakes are fragmented, lack evidence 
of retouch/rejuvenation, and have no distinct edge. The average measurements 
of these flakes are found on Table 3.02. 
Bifaces 
 Bifaces are described as a lithic artifact with two faces that meet to form a 
sharp single edge with flake scars that go up at least halfway across each side 
(Andrefsky 1998:xxi). From the initial lab analysis, it is clear that most of the La 
Consentida lithics are not bifacially flaked and few bifacial artifacts are present in 
assemblage (Williams 2012). The total number of obsidian bifaces is small; only 
four were found from primary contexts. The average measurements for the four 
obsidian bifaces are: length=18.7 mm, width=13.1 mm, and thickness =4.7 mm. 
The average weight of the artifacts is 1.2 g. Further visual examination of the 
artifacts classifies them as all being in the tertiary reduction sequence. When 
classifying the condition of the artifacts, two of the obsidian bifaces are 
fragments. One complete biface (FS#- 8365g; Figure 3.09) shows clear 
indications of a striking platform and possible edgewear.     
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Figure 3.09: Obsidian biface, FS# 8365g. Left: Dorsal face; Right: Ventral face. 
Photograph by the author. 
 
 
 I was not able to confidently classify the condition of the remaining biface 
(FS# 8285j). This artifact lacked a bulb of percussion but still maintained its 
striking platform. Although I did not classify the specific type of implement, 
besides its bifacially flaked properties, the artifact looks to be a cutting 
implement, as suggested by possible use wear on its distal and lateral edges. 
Regarding CE/M ratios, one obsidian biface (FS# 9398h) was measured (Table 
3.03). The cutting edge of the artifact was measured even though the biface was 
not complete, and the CE/M ratio is 3.5. Although it is fragmented, the artifact still 
maintains a large enough feathered edge to be potentially useful for cutting. 
Because these bifaces clearly bear flaking scars, I analyzed them for any signs 
of having been retouched. One of the bifaces (FS# 7950d: Figure 3.10 and 3.11) 
showed indications of rejuvenation along the sharpened edge. This careful 
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attempt to maintain the usefulness of an obsidian tool stands in contrast with the 
majority of the informal obsidian assemblage. Further, the shape of the biface 
also contrasts the majority of the lithic assemblage. It appears to have parallel 
arises on its dorsal face and has the appearance of possibly being the tip of a 
larger implement. 
 
 
Figure 3.10: Microscopic picture of FS# 7950d; dorsal face, distal edge. 
Photograph by the author. 
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Figure 3.11: Dorsal view of FS# 7950d. Photograph by the author. 
 
 
 In addition to the four obsidian bifaces, the collection contained a single 
chert biface (or possible blade, drill preform, or burin) (FS# 9389b; Figure 3.12 
and 3.13). Like the obsidian bifaces, this artifact was in the tertiary stage of 
reduction. This artifact was broken in two but fit back together with only a tiny 
chip missing opposite from the cutting edge.  While it looks complete, its proximal 
edge may have been broken. This biface is longer than the obsidian artifacts but 
its width and thickness fall within the range of the others (Table 3.02). It is the 
second heaviest (2.92 g) among all the bifaces but this could be due to its 
material type. Analysis of this artifact’s edge termination permits assessment of 
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its long cutting edge and the establishment of a C/E ratio of 1.6 (Table 3.03). 
Additionally, the flake scars on both faces of the artifact suggest it was not 
reworked to rejuvenate the edge. Thus, the edge is now dull and could have 
been retouched if a very sharp edge was needed for it to be useful. While I have 
designated this artifact a biface, based on its flake scars, it is possible other 
attributes may change its classification. Thus, one could also classify this as a 
possible blade, drill preform, or a burin, but for now it remains under the biface 
category as its exact use is unknown and warrants further study. 
 
 
Figure 3.12: Chert biface, blade, drill preform, or burin (FS# 9389b). Photograph 
by the author. 
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Figure 3.13: Drawing of chert artifact FS# 9389b showing pressure flaked edge. 
 
 
Blades  
Blades, which I distinguish here from bifaces, are defined as “a detached 
piece with parallel lateral margins… usually twice as long as it is wide” 
(Andrefsky 1998:xxii). I describe bifaces (in addition to Andrefsky 1998), as  
artifacts with visible bifacial flake scars on two surfaces but the exact use of 
these artifacts may be unknown. Blades, on the other hand, denote implements 
which I was more confident of their purpose or manufacture and do not show 
bifacial scars. As previously stated, the majority of obsidian artifacts appear to be 
64 
 
small informal expedient flakes. Generally, the common consensus denotes a 
pattern where small flakes dominated assemblages and prismatic blades are 
common only during later periods (e.g. Middle Formative and later). Some 
prismatic blades did exist during the Early Formative, however, and were 
potentially used during part of La Consentida’s occupation (see Hirth et al 2013; 
Niederberger 1976; and Zeitlin 1978, 1979). 
 Like bifaces, blades are also a small minority within the La Consentida 
lithic assemblage. The obsidian blades make up < 1% (N=4) lithics from 
diagnostic contexts. Obsidian blades are a special artifact type at the site, due to 
the small number recovered. Therefore, I augmented the three-stage reduction 
model and added an additional sequence which more correctly describes the 
stage of the blades. Therefore, in terms of reduction sequence one must look at 
the manufacturing process of prismatic blades in order to correctly identify the 
obsidian blades within this collection. A variety of blade types can be 
manufactured using the same reduction sequence that creates polyhedral cores 
(Andrefsky 1998) and subsequently prismatic blades. For the purpose of this 
study I classified these blades along the first, second, and third series/stage 
model outlined by Clark and Bryant (1997) and Hirth and Andrews (2002). 
Following these definitions, all four of the obsidian prismatic blades in the 
collection appear to be third-series blades (Figure 3.14). These third-series 
blades regularly have noticeable parallel arrises (a ridge formed by the 
intersection of two surfaces) on the dorsal face of the blade and they are similarly 
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shaped. Once these blades are removed from a polyhedral core, the artifacts 
have extremely sharp edges and thus can be used for various cutting tasks either 
in this initial form or as subsequently retouched to form other implements. By 
examining the fragmentation of the blades, one may discern what section of the 
blade was recovered. This is done by considering a prismatic blade as including 
three sections: proximal (the end with the platform and bulb), medial (middle 
section), and distal (end where the blade terminates and is often curved). Among 
the four blades, two (FS# 7320b and 8174c) are proximal segments and two 
(FS# 7740a and 8047c) are medial segments. As different sections of a prismatic 
blade can be used for different cutting activities or as different implements (Hirth 
and Andrews 2002) such as drills, scrapers, or as hafted implements, it is 
necessary to note what sections of the blade are found and if these fragments 
can be representative of a pattern of types of prismatic blades that were being 
used at La Consentida. It does not appear that these blades were retouched after 
exhaustion to create another artifact type or were rejuvenated to recreate a sharp 
edge. In addition to average measurements (see Table 3.02), the CE/M ratio was 
applied to these four cutting implements : (Table 3.03). 
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Figure 3.14: All obsidian blade fragments from the assemblage. 
  
  
 In addition to the four obsidian prismatic blades in the collection, a fifth 
blade artifact was recovered. Although this blade (FS# 9190c; Figure 3.15) is 
made of chert and is not prismatic, it shows blade-like qualities that differentiate it 
from bifaces. While I classified it as a blade, it may instead have been a drill pre-
form or lamellar flake (i.e. a blade-like flake not produced from a prepared core 
and with no curvature) (Barber 2018, personal communication). The reduction 
sequence of this blade is tertiary. Like the obsidian blades, it shows no sign of 
retouch. Since the blade has a clear cutting edge, the CE/M ratio was applicable 
(Table 3.03).   
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Figure 3.15: Large chert blade or possible drill pre-form. 
 
 
Drills 
 Another artifact type recovered from La Consentida, chipped stone drills, 
may indicate “the use of specific material and tool forms for some type of crafting 
activity” (Hepp 2015: 254–255). These tools are not unique to La Consentida and 
have been found in different archaeological sites and contexts and have been 
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related to maritime economies (see Gamble 2002; Zeitlin 1979). Thus, research 
on these artifacts has provided evidence for the use of chert drills in the 
manufacture of shell artifacts such as fishhooks (Arnold and Bernard 2005 [cited 
in Hepp 2015:255]) and beads and pendants (Feinman and Nicholas 1995; Parry 
1987). Recent microbotanical analysis of the chert drills from this collection has 
provided evidence complicating the narrative of these artifacts being used on 
shell. With the guidance of Dr. Guy Hepp, a sample of chert drills, along with 
other lithics, were chosen for paleoethnobotanical analysis in order to discern 
what types of materials these artifacts were used to process. Using sonication 
(see Morell-Hart et al. 2014), microbotanical samples found embedded in the 
drills from use along with botanical materials found on the surface (i.e. the 
sediment adhering to the stone and not embedded within) were extracted. While 
not all analysis resulted in conclusive findings, it did yield surprising results. 
These results suggest that the chert drills may have been used to process 
grasses as well as several starches including cooked materials. Several of the 
chert drills have microbotanical evidence of their use/contact with starches (i.e. 
Zea mays, possible tuber, possible sweet potato, Dioscoreaceae [including yam]) 
and grasses (Poaceae phytoliths) (Berube 2017).  These newfound results 
greatly expand the questions surrounding the multi-use life of these artifacts and 
may provide insight on the activities conducted at La Consentida. 
 Overall, drills account for 1.9% (N=11) of the lithic assemblage from 
primary contexts at La Consentida. Of these eleven drills, six are made from 
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chert. In terms of reduction sequence of the artifacts, none of the chert drills 
show evidence of cortex and appear to be in the finishing stages of flaking 
(Figure 3.16–3.19). With respect to the condition of the drills, one (FS# 10103g) 
is a fragment, another (FS# 8940c) is unknown, and the rest of the artifacts are 
complete. The fragmentary drill is believed to be broken on both its distal and 
proximal ends, though it still maintains the characteristics of this artifact type. 
These characteristics include flaking on all sides to produce a curvature in the 
stone (similar to modern drill bits) and at least one end of the artifact is flaked to 
a point. The drill that was not classified based on condition has not been cleaned, 
which prevents conclusive categorization. Since these artifacts are not 
manufactured to have a cutting edge, but rather to have a point on one end (or 
on both proximal and distal), the CE/M ratio is not applicable. Apart from this 
special measurement, the six drills are approximately the same size (Table 3.02), 
which also suggests a consistent use.  
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Figure 3.16: Chert drills. 
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Figure 3.17: Chert drill FS# 10075. 
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Figure 3.18: Cher drill FS# 10054. 
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Figure 3.19: Chert drill FS# 9988. 
 
  
 Another hard material, chalcedony, was used in the manufacture of a 
single drill (FS# 8219g) in the assemblage. This drill is not retouched, is in the 
tertiary reduction stage, and is missing its proximal end, but its distal end has 
been flaked to a point. It is unknown whether this is indicative of the artifact 
having been broken during use or rather that it is simply not a finished tool, but its 
blocky appearance may suggest the latter. The measurements of this single drill 
(Table 3.02) falls within the range of both obsidian and chert drills.  
 Notably, drills found at other archaeological sites or contexts are generally 
made from harder materials (i.e., chert, quartz etc.). These artifacts are   
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associated with shell crafting activities (Feinman and Nicholas 1995; Parry 1987).  
Hard materials such as chert or quartz may be preferable for working shell than 
would be a more brittle material such as obsidian, however there is no conclusive 
evidence. Further complicating the matter, as the microbotanical analysis of chert 
drills shows, obsidian drills could also be used for material types other than shell 
and thus present a viable reason for making these artifacts. Charlton (1993) 
shows obsidian perforators from the site of Otumba in the Basin of Mexico were 
used in lapidary production. These perforators, which bear a resemblance to both 
chert and obsidian drills of this assemblage, were used in the creation of obsidian 
ear spools. Thus, it is interesting to note the appearance of similar obsidian drills 
(N=4) within this assemblage (Figure 3.20).  Like the chert drills, these artifacts 
are all in the tertiary reduction phase. Further comparing the two material type 
artifacts, the condition of the obsidian drills contrasts that of chert drills. Two of 
the obsidian drills are fragmented/unfinished (Figure 3.21), one appears broken, 
and only one looks complete. Comparing the obsidian and chert drills, it appears 
the obsidian drills have a smaller average in all measurements (Table 3.02). This 
may point towards the creation of these tools for use on other materials than their 
chert counterparts.   
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Figure 3.20: Three faces of a possible obsidian drill flaked to a point. 
 
 
 
Figure 3.21: Three different faces of a possible unfinished obsidian drill. 
 
 
Use Wear 
 A category that has not been discussed but is attributable to several 
artifact types found within this collection is use wear. According to Andrefsky 
(1998:xxvii) use wear is “modification of lithic artifacts resulting from use as a 
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tool.” With this definition in mind use wear was noted on several different artifact 
types. Since use wear can be difficult to spot, and is often easier to see on 
certain materials, a closer analysis is often needed.  For this project, to aid in 
better visualization of possible use wear on the various lithics I used a hand 
magnifying loupe and a digital USB microscope. These tools enabled me to study 
artifacts at 50x–250x magnification and thus record use wear that would 
otherwise have gone unnoticed.  Although it is possible to use the evidence of 
use wear to note the function of tools, for the purpose of this thesis the presence 
of use wear is used differently. For my purposes, use wear is simply recorded as 
either presence or absence. What this aims to show, rather than function, is that 
these lithics were being used and are not just examples of waste from cores or 
tools. Thus, one would be confident in stating that the presence of use wear 
means these lithics are more than chipped stone debris and were used in some 
manner.  
 In the case of this collection there is only a small percentage of artifacts 
that one can make inferences for their use (i.e. prismatic blades, bifaces, drill). 
Thus, it was necessary to closely examine all artifact types to note the presence 
or absence of use wear. Out of the 570 lithic artifacts in the collection, 17% 
(N=98) showed evidence of use wear (Figure 3.22).  Looking at the artifacts with 
use wear and the differences in materials, obsidian artifacts account for the 
majority (N=88) but all material types show use wear (Figure 3.22 and 3.23).  
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Figure 3.22: Percentage of use wear evidence on different materials. Total = 98. 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3.23: All artifact types in the assemblage with use wear. Flakes are the 
majority. 
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 Various obsidian artifact types show evidence of use wear (Figure 3.24). 
These artifacts include flakes (N=58), debitage (N=20), biface (N=3), blade 
(N=4), core (N=2), and drill (N=1) (see Figure 3.23 for percentages). Even though 
chert artifacts with evidence of use wear account for only a small percentage of 
these examples, there is variation in artifact types. Among these chert artifacts, 
flakes (N=3), a blade (N=1), a core (N=1), and a biface (N=1) exhibit evidence of 
use wear. The remaining materials represented also vary in the artifact types 
noted with use wear. Thus, a quartzite core, a chalcedony drill, and two basalt 
debitage pieces make up the remainder of the collection.  
 
  
 
Figure 3.24: Microscopic picture of obsidian flake showing edge wear. 
Magnification approximately 60x-80x. 
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Manufacturing Techniques 
 By investigating manufacturing techniques and choices of stone 
implements used to flake, archaeologists can gain a better understanding of pre-
Hispanic peoples; in many ways, analysis of stone tools can provide 
Mesoamerican archaeologists with a clearer picture of daily life in the past. This 
provides evidence for  craft specialization, inequality within the society by the 
unequal access to certain materials, and exchange networks (see Hirth 2006), 
and topics can possibly be expanded to note patterns that developed in a certain 
time period in the region (i.e. Early Formative) and were not just unique to a 
single site.  
 Generally, lithic studies conducted in Oaxaca have examined exchange 
networks and material sourcing. However, there are examples of functional and 
technological studies that have been conducted at sites in Oaxaca and in 
Mesoamerica more broadly. For example, Parry’s (1987) lithics research from 
San José Mogote led to his classification of three different tool assemblages. 
These flake, blade, and biface assemblages were indicative of Early Formative 
and Middle Formative lithic industries in the Valley of Oaxaca. Further, Parry 
(1987:64, 114) concluded that these types of lithics were not being manufactured 
at the local sites but instead finished tools were transported into the region from 
Western and Central Mexican sites based on degree of specialization at San 
Jose Mogote, the low percentage of blades, and high number of green blades. In 
the regions surrounding Oaxaca and greater Mesoamerica, functional studies of 
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lithics became more popular in the 1980’s. These studies focused on use wear 
and residue analysis to determine what materials came in regular contact with 
these lithics (see Clark 1988; Parry 1987). More recent functional analyses (see 
Aoyama 2007; Setzer 2012) have considered not only the lithics themselves but 
also ethnohistoric records and modern experimental research.  
 In the lithic collection from La Consentida, the artifacts suggest 
manufacturing techniques similar to the Early Preclassic lithic industry described 
by Clark (1981). Therefore,  by examining the flakes in the assemblage one may 
be able to note the various manufacturing techniques employed. Further, with the 
relative ease of seeing macroscopic manufacturing evidence on obsidian in 
comparison to other materials, obsidian flakes can provide a great wealth of 
information. Various characteristics of manufacturing are present throughout the 
collection which produce a certain type of flake. As previously mentioned, this 
assemblage has been characterized by an informal bipolar flaking technology, 
which largely produces amorphous flakes (Hepp 2015:251). Although these 
descriptors do fit the assemblage, aside from indistinct flakes, a specific form of 
flake is present in the collection.  
 An example of this artifact type is the conch-shaped flake. These flakes 
are generally wider than they are long thus resembling the shape of a conch shell 
and regularly end in hinge terminations (Clark 1981). In addition to this specific 
flake form, bipolar flakes are also found in the assemblage. These are 
characterized by the lack of a bulb of percussion, a non-obvious striking platform, 
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and a sharp edge. Often, where a platform would normally be located, a knife-like 
edge is found because through percussion the striking platform becomes 
sheared and crushed/shattered. Further, instead of a bulb on the ventral face, a 
flat surface is left caused by a split in the cone of force (Crabtree 1972). Also, 
shattering and crushing regularly occurs on both proximal and distal ends 
because of the impact from the core being placed on an anvil while being struck 
with a hammerstone. These characteristics have been identified among this 
assemblage. 
  Furthermore, other various manufacturing techniques also appear among 
the lithics from La Consentida. The bipolar technique described above is 
noticeable among the flakes of the collection. Many flakes are found to have 
been struck at a 90-degree angle and thus account for evidence of crushing on 
the platform, and in instances that an anvil is used, crushing is also noted on the 
distal end. Flakes are removed from a core given enough force. While some of 
the larger cores in the assemblage show evidence of being struck at 90 degrees 
by the waves of force emanating from the center of the platform, it appears there 
was not enough force to drive off a flake.  
 As previously noted, the conch shaped flake is a recurring, and most 
distinct, informal artifact found within the assemblage and is formed from 
perpendicular and direct percussion. This type of percussion appears to be the 
flaking method of choice at La Consentida (and Paso de la Amada) which 
created the conch shaped flake. Thus, it may be interesting to consider whether 
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the conch shaped flake was goal, possibly as an easily created cutting 
implement, or it is a result of the materials at hand. Numerous artifacts, in 
addition to the conch shaped flakes, are found with perpendicular percussion 
marks thus showing evidence of this manufacturing technique.  
 Another form of manufacturing evidence found in the assemblage is the 
presence of dorsal ridges. These ridges are important in that they facilitate the 
removal of stone from its respective core. Generally, dorsal ridges are prominent 
and easily recognizable in the creation of polyhedral cores, and subsequent 
prismatic cores and blades. This is because the dorsal ridges act as guides for 
the force from either indirect or direct percussion and enables large pieces to be 
predictably driven off a core. Notably, dorsal ridges also appear on bipolar blades 
(sections of prismatic blades made with the same technology and were later 
struck in bipolar percussion). These bipolar blades have noticeable ridges and 
Clark (1981) describes these artifacts as bipolar corner flakes. Therefore, pieces 
in this collection may be indicative of flakes made with a similar technology used 
to create prismatic blades 
 In examining the cores and debitage in the assemblage it is noted that 
some of these artifacts also exhibit 90-degree percussion marks, perpendicular 
striking, crushed distal and/or proximal ends, and dorsal ridges. Therefore, 
similar manufacturing techniques were used to produce the majority of artifacts 
found within this collection. These techniques are thought to be a non-specialized 
form of lithic manufacture of which almost anyone is capable of producing 
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useable flakes (Clark 1981). Further evidence shows the bipolar flaking 
technique is used in areas where obsidian is considerably scarce (Clark 1981; 
Parry 1987) but more recent research of Formative sites in Mesoamerica shows 
that this technology is also employed at sites where obsidian was abundant (De 
Leon 2008). Therefore, this raises questions as to whether this technology was 
employed because of a lack of material resources or possibly because of the size 
of raw materials. This raises the question if this technique used only when small 
pieces of raw material were available? 
 As detailed in this section, various manufacturing techniques are 
evidenced from the analysis of this chipped stone assemblage. Therefore, a 
summary of the reduction sequence is possible. First, (using obsidian as the 
example) a nodule of obsidian, likely small and of low-quality was procured. 
Second, depending on the shape of the nodule, direct or bipolar percussion (e.g. 
using an anvil) was used which created either a percussion core or bipolar core 
or possibly both (Clark 1981; Lohse 2018, personal communication). Third, 
further percussion creates either the resulting conch shaped flakes or bipolar 
flakes depending on the technique used; percussion, and thus the creation of 
flakes, continued until the core was rendered exhausted and thus no longer 
useful. Further, to create the drills or artifacts with evidence of ridges/arises, the 
cores either had to be prepared in a similar fashion to prismatic blade cores, or 
more likely were traded into the site with these characteristics. 
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Manufacturing Issues 
 Flintknapping is a difficult process. From the type of the raw material used, 
to material size, the choice of soft versus hard hammering, to knapping ability, 
the act of creating something useful from a stone is difficult for these and many 
other reasons. From the most advanced to the novice knapper, mistakes can and 
often do occur at various stages of production. Evidence of knapping mistakes 
can thus reveal aspects of manufacturing techniques as well as overall knapping 
ability and skill with different materials. It is apparent in this collection that a host 
of manufacturing mistakes are present on the artifacts especially the conch-
shaped flakes. The three main manufacturing mistakes found are hinge 
fracture/terminations (N=47), step fractures (N=13), and eraillure fracture/scars 
(N=13). All three of these errors can be caused by factors such as impurities in 
the material and knapping techniques. Additionally, these errors are regularly 
associated with hard hammer percussion (see Andrefsky 1998; Banning 2000; 
Cotterell and Kamminga 1987). My analysis identified 73 examples of 
manufacturing errors on 70 (12% of the collection) artifacts as multiple errors can 
be found on single artifacts (Figure 3.25). They are found only on obsidian 
(N=71) and chert (N=2) artifacts (Figure 3.26). In the case of obsidian, I noted 46 
hinge fractures/terminations, 12 step fractures, and 13 eraillure fractures. These 
errors are found on different artifact types including flakes (N=52), blades (N=1), 
core (N=3), debitage (N=13), biface (N=1), and drills (N=1). In examining chert, 
errors are only found on a flake (N=1) and debitage (N=1). The errors 
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represented in the collection are indicative of hard hammering techniques from 
either providing too much or too little force which can cause these type of errors 
(see Cotterell and Kamminga 1987). Lack in knowledge of the angle at which one 
should strike a platform can also lead to errors in manufacture (Andrefsky 1998). 
Eraillure fractures/scars occur when a platform is struck in multiple areas at the 
same time causing competing waves of force to travel through the stone. As the 
inferior wave contacts the dominant wave a flake detaches itself from the bulb of 
percussion (Cotterell and Kamminga 1992).  
  
 
Figure 3.25: Typical flake from La Consentida showing errors: eraillure scar (A) 
and hinge termination (B). Ventral (left), Dorsal (right). 
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Figure 3.26: Total fractures found on chert and obsidian artifacts. 
 
 
 In sum, it appears that various factors may account for the disparities 
between stone materials used, the different artifact types that were 
manufactured, manufacturing techniques and errors, evidence of use wear, and 
ratios of materials/artifacts/debitage and special artifacts (i.e., prismatic blades, 
drills). The collection is composed mainly of obsidian artifacts. Special artifacts 
are made from obsidian and chert which may show some level of specialized 
knowledge with either material types if these implements were indeed created by 
the occupants of La Consentida. It is unknown what these small conch shaped 
flakes were used for at the site but given the number of them in comparison to 
other artifact types alludes to their importance. Although many complete flakes 
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appear in the assemblage, many errors are found on the lithics. These errors 
often make a flake unusable as a complete or large enough edge has not been 
produced. The following chapter will discuss the issue of different materials and 
the artifacts that were made, as well as possibility of La Consentida suffering 
from a lack of good obsidian cores because of their distance from the source. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 
DISCUSSION 
 
 
La Consentida’s chipped stone assemblage can be characterized by many 
factors including its informal lithics in addition to specialized tools. One of the 
major components is the overwhelming distinction of an informal flaking 
technology which shares similarities to assemblages from other Early Formative 
period sites. As previously noted, these types of artifacts have been recovered in 
different sites, contexts, and time periods, and have been attributed to manioc 
processing and domestic tasks, but one should not easily lump all these sites 
together (see Clark 1981, 1987; Clark and Lee 2007; Lowe 1967; Vazquez 
2009). While similarities between other sites are present, differences occur at La 
Consentida which require a more careful consideration as it is the earliest site 
with mounded architecture and at which this type of assemblage has been 
documented in Mesoamerica.  As the Early Formative is generally regarded as a 
transitional period from the Archaic (7000–2000 BC), the chipped stone 
implements and how they are used/distributed throughout the site may represent 
a holdover from the previous period or represent possible new technology or 
networks in the form of use, manufacturing technology, new materials, or 
possible specialization in manufacturing. 
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Artifact Associations 
As the analysis presented in this thesis shows, the presence of obsidian 
(92%) artifacts dominates the lithic assemblage. The emphasis on obsidian in the 
collection suggests that it was a particularly important material for the community. 
This material was also accompanied by smaller numbers of artifacts made from 
other materials, namely chert, chalcedony, quartz, quartzite, and basalt. My 
contention remains that obsidian artifacts played an important role in the lives of 
the La Consentida people. This may allude to the possibility of the entire 
community being able to easily create implements out of obsidian rather than 
less tractable materials. This would lead to implements being created without the 
need for a high number of specialists. Although there is an observable 
preference for obsidian use one must not diminish the importance of other 
material types. While the remaining materials do not constitute a substantial 
number of the overall assemblage, they maintain their usefulness as a material 
chosen for the manufacture of specific tool types (e.g. drills). These materials 
may have been a dominant fixture in the time preceding the Early Formative or 
prior to the availability of obsidian in the region. Also, these materials could have 
been reserved for producing other artifact types for which obsidian was poorly 
suited (i.e. cutting more durable materials, or ritual concerns). Additionally, these 
stone materials are likely to be more locally available than obsidian, although this 
possibility requires further research. Ultimately, the chipped stone assemblage 
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must be looked at as a whole, although an emphasis on obsidian is clearly 
present.  
In order to examine how chipped stone relates to other artifact types, as 
well as to further explore the use of lithic tools, it is necessary to discuss what 
artifacts are associated with chipped stone in excavated contexts. Other 
materials/artifacts found within the same context can reveal more information 
about which activities were conducted in certain areas. For example, noting the 
presence of lithics in association with pottery, ground stone, other utilitarian 
artifacts and ecofacts may indicate the use of obsidian in subsistence practices. 
Additionally, the association of obsidian flakes with chert drills, ceramic figurines, 
or other non-utilitarian artifacts may indicate their use in crafting activities. 
The excavations conducted in 2012 recovered a large amount of ceramic 
and ground stone artifacts. While numerous ceramic sherds are often found at 
sites it can be difficult to discern which type of vessel or specific artifact a piece 
of pottery came from. Also, given the provenience of ceramic and ground stone 
artifacts, some artifacts may not be applicable/useful to this study if only focusing 
on certain contexts excavated. Although all sherds and ground stone may be 
important, and one can gain valuable knowledge from them (e.g., paste, firing 
techniques, residue etc.), for this study I will only focus on artifacts recovered 
from primary contexts at La Consentida that also contained lithics considered for 
this thesis.  
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Ceramics  
In comparing the artifacts in all primary contexts at La Consentida, 
ceramic artifacts dominate the assemblage (Table 4.01).  A comparative analysis 
of obsidian artifacts shows the large quantity of sherds in comparison to obsidian 
in all areas of the site (Table 4.02)2. Although obsidian/ceramic ratios were not 
available for comparison between all sites, Table 4.02 shows La Consentida has 
more obsidian/m3 than other sites in the region (Paso de la Amada. Given that 
value, availability, and use differ between material types, one can see how 
ceramic artifacts (which are more readily available) have a larger representation 
than chipped stone artifacts. Beyond detailing weights and counts across 
contexts, it is important to note the types of ceramic vessels found in association 
with chipped stone artifacts. At Op. LC12 D, Hepp (2015:455) stated that 
although jars represent 50% of vessels in primary deposits (the range in other 
contexts at the site is 70%–90%), the artifacts are representative of “a mixture of 
uses” and may contain “the deposition of some feasting refuse” based on the 
high percentage of serving vessels. LC12 E contains some of the best examples 
of decorated vessels from the site. The vessels types are similar to LC12 D, but 
the “Op. E midden is likely at least partly the result of public feasting” based on 
                                                 
2 Table 4.02 shows La Consentida has a greater average in obsidian frequency 
compared to later sites in the lower Río Verde Valley. Paso de la Amada, located in the 
Soconusco region, produced much more obsidian per unit of excavated sediment than 
did La Consentida. However, Clark notes the best ratio for comparison is obsidian/MNI 
of ceramic vessels but this information is incomplete and thus is not used in this 
comparison. Based on these data, Early Formative period sites had a greater amount of 
obsidian than sites in later periods, although more comparisons are needed. 
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the size of the midden in addition to fragments of decorated ceramic vessels 
(Hepp 2015:138, 457). Within LC12 H, globular jars were the dominant (73%) 
vessel type. These vessels are noted in Oaxaca as cooking vessels in instances 
where carbonized food remains are present, although the variation of these 
vessels suggests the jars were used for various purposes (Hepp 2015:458). This 
deposit of ash and well preserved large ceramics indicates a pattern of rapid 
deposition. The assemblage from LC09 B is representative of the earliest 
ceramic style present at the site. Bowls are the main emphasis of this context 
with a lower percentage of jars. Hepp (2015:462) suggests this context is the 
result of a feasting event or events based on “the high frequency of bowls (some 
of which are well-finished and decorated), the relative lack of storage or cooking 
jars, and iconographic artifacts such as mask fragments).” LC12 C is a domestic 
building or possible house on Structure 1 and the ceramics represent vessels 
associated with households. Jars are the dominant vessel type and serving 
vessels including bowls and bottles are present although in a lower percentage 
than in Op. E. LC12 G is another domestic area with possible household remains 
(Substructure 2) with a surrounding occupational surface and several floor 
features. This context has a high quantity of jars and low quantity of bottles and 
bowls.  
 Within these contexts it is clear that chipped stone is associated with a 
variety of different ceramic vessels (globular jar 63%, generic jar 11%, conical 
bowl 8%, semi/hemi bowl 6%, bottle 6%, generic bowl 2%, collared jar 1%, grater 
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bowl 1%, tecomate 1%, bule 0%, cylindrical vessel 0%) (Hepp 2015:419). 
Primarily, the majority of ceramic artifacts are associated with some kind of 
subsistence practice in different areas of the site likely dedicated for different 
purposes. Whether this directly relates to the types of chipped stone in the same 
association with ceramics will be discussed below.  
 
 
Table 4.01: Primary context artifact weights and volume excavated. All weights in 
grams. Ceramic and ground stone data provided by Hepp (2015). 
Operation Volume 
excavated 
(m3) 
Chipped 
stone 
Chipped 
stone 
per 
volume 
Ceramics Ceramics 
per 
volume 
Ground 
stone 
Ground 
stone 
per 
volume 
LC12 A 59.2 36 0.61 5057.1 85.4 1098 18.5 
LC09 B 21 70.4 3.4 1231.1 58.6 2565.2 122.2 
LC12 C 9 178.8 19.9 30022.5 3335.8 1256.6 139.6 
LC12 D 6.1 56.5 9.3 8068.9 1322.8 552.3 90.5 
LC12 E 18.4 92.5 5 31094.3 1690 650.8 35.4 
LC12 G 10.7 236.7 22.1 34766.6 3249.2 923.8 86.3 
LC12 H 5.1 62.2 12.2 25885.6 5075.6     
Average 18.5 104.7 10.3 19446.5 2116.7 1174.4 82.1 
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Table 4.02. Obsidian artifact frequencies from each Op. at La Consentida 
compared with frequencies at other sites. Because ratios were recorded 
differently by different researchers, I converted the data from La Consentida to 
match each site in order to provide valid comparisons. (Sources: Paso de la 
Amada (Clark 1994:Table 16 and 17); San Francisco de Arriba (Joyce 
1991a:277,280, 401; Joyce 1994:161, Table 1; Workinger 2002:177 [from Barber 
2005:Table 4.4]); Tututepec (Levine 2011:Table 3). *Obsidian average from SM 
buildings (other averages from Locona phase buildings). 
Site Context  Obsidian  
grams/m3 
Obsidian 
artifacts/m3 
Obsidian 
artifacts per 
1,000 sherds 
La Consentida Op. A 0.38 0.4 24 
 Op. LC09B 2 2 44 
 Op. C 19.3 16 147 
 Op. D 2.6 5.9 36 
 Op. E 4.2 5 93 
 Op. G 15.7 14 149 
 Op. H 7.5 6.6 34 
 Average 7.3 7.1 75.2 
Paso de la 
Amada 
SM buildings * 
(Barra phase) 
41.37   
 SM buildings 401.9   
 LG buildings 137.4   
 Average 286.2   
San Francisco 
de Arriba 
Platform 1  3  
 Ridgeline 2  0.4  
 Average  1.7  
Tututepec Residence A   13.8 
 Residence B   16.4 
 Residence C   12.2 
 Average   14.1 
 
Ground Stone 
In addition to the ceramic artifacts, I also made comparisons of ground 
stone against chipped stone. Unlike ceramics, ground stone is not found in all 
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primary contexts and is found in all Operations except for LC12 H (Table 4.01). 
Despite ground stone being a heavier material than ceramic and chipped stone, 
ceramic artifacts still outweigh ground stone artifacts per volume excavated 
except in Op. LC09 B. This may again be attributed to the high representation of 
ceramics at the site or that the ground stone artifacts recovered within these 
contexts are smaller (i.e. mano, hammerstone, grinder, axe, etc.) rather than 
larger (i.e. metates) implements. Within LC09 B, LC12 A, C, D, E, and G, the 
chipped stone artifacts found encompass all artifact types analyzed in this 
assemblage (Table 4.01 and 4.03). Also found in the same contexts are various 
ground stone implements (i.e., mano, hammerstone, hacha, anvil, grinder, 
grinding platform) in various states of preservation (Hepp 2015:240–251). These 
ground stone artifacts are predominantly small handheld implements. Hepp 
(2015:243) describes the small size of ground stone artifacts (namely manos) as 
a characteristic of La Consentida and in contrast to the larger implements 
common later in Mesoamerica. Further, they are representative of artifacts 
possibly used for the manufacture of other implements or commonly associated 
for use in subsistence practices. Hepp (2015) makes the contention that the 
hammerstones/manos were used for various purposes which is evidenced by 
grinding and impact use wear. Although residue analysis of these artifacts has 
not provided any conclusive results besides the discovery of an unknown starch 
grain from a metate (see Berube 2017) these implements are typical of what is 
used for subsistence practices (i.e. grinding of foodstuffs). Additionally, these 
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ground stone implements (hammer stones, anvils) are used in the manufacture 
of flakes and more importantly characterize the precise implements used to 
create some of the small informal flakes of the assemblage (see Clark 1981).  
 
Table 4.03: Primary context chipped stone count and distribution. Op. contexts: 
A: midden, occ. surface, burials; LC09 B: midden, burials; C: domestic building, 
occ. surface; D: midden; E: midden; G: house remains, occ. area, domestic 
refuse; H: midden. 
Op. Biface Blade Core Debitage Drill Flake 
Scraper 
/core Total 
A   1  2 10 1 13   27 
LC09 B   1 3 25 5 19   53 
C 2 2 6 90 3 49   152 
D      1 26 1 16   44 
E 1 1 3 50 1 42   98 
G 2   12 97   49   160 
H     1 23   10 1 35 
Total 5 5 28 321 11 198 1 569 
 
  
 
  This is evidenced by the presence of a ground stone anvil with obvious 
use wear from being used as an anvil for chipped stone manufacture (Lohse 
2018, personal communication; Figure 4.01). Further, as previously mentioned 
(flakes section) the sonication of some obsidian and chert flakes from this 
assemblage revealed the possibility of these artifacts being used with various 
root crops and grasses. Therefore, with the preliminary evidence of a small 
number of these flakes being used for food processing and the association they 
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have with ground stone items, likely used for similar activities, the evidence 
shows these flakes were used in some form of subsistence activities.   
 
 
Figure 4.01: Mano and anvil from occupational debris/surface (LC12 C-F2). 
Drawing provided by Hepp (2015:246). 
 
Obsidian and the People of La Consentida 
Introduction 
 The present assemblage is primarily comprised of obsidian artifacts. 
Although debitage represents the largest artifact class, obsidian implements (not 
including debitage) dominate the chipped stone assemblage. This may evidence 
obsidian as the more important material type of the time, or the most readily 
available. However, the fact that obsidian outcrops are not available in the 
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immediate area (the nearest sources are located in central Mexico), and the 
material must thus be imported, raises questions regarding what obsidian was 
chosen for, how it was used, and in what form it arrived at La Consentida. In 
relating to the type of obsidian at the site, previous X-ray Fluorescence (XRF) 
studies (Hepp 2011b; Williams 2012) point towards La Consentida being a part of 
an “extensive trade network stretching to Central and Gulf coastal Mexico” (Hepp 
2015:348). Further, although the obsidian from La Consentida was sourced to six 
different sources (Hepp 2015; Joyce et al. 1995; Williams 2012) a major source 
(Guadalupe Victoria) has been characterized as “low quality” obsidian typical of 
Early Formative use (Blomster and Glascock 2010:192 [cited in Hepp 2015:350]). 
Although XRF analysis has not been conducted on the present assemblage 
analyzed for this thesis, visual assessment of the obsidian appears to point 
toward the material coming from the same sources. The obsidian is largely grey 
and translucent-grey with few examples of black, or any other colors, which 
aligns with descriptions by Hepp (2015) and Williams (2012). Thus, even without 
present XRF analysis on the assemblage of this study it is safe to consider the 
obsidian is coming from the same locations in which 58% is from Pico de 
Orizaba, 18% from Guadalupe Victoria, 9% from Otumba, 7% from Zaragoza, 
6% from Paredón, and 2% from Malpaís. These material sources, in addition to 
the size available, may have influenced the type of artifacts that could be created 
(see Cobean 2002:53). 
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Manufacture and Materials  
 Various techniques and implements may be used to chip stone. The type 
of tool one is trying to create will determine what implements (such as 
hammerstones) are needed. Also, the material one has chosen to work with will 
inform what tools are needed for the manufacturing processes. Therefore, these 
variables will help in informing what type of hammering is needed to work and 
produce the desired tool (see Andrefsky 1998; Banning 2000). Aside from first 
choosing the material to be worked, one of the first steps in manufacturing is 
deciding what type of hammering is needed and thus what tool is needed for this 
hammering; be it soft or hard percussion, indirect percussion, pressure flaking, or 
various combinations of these techniques. Generally, it can be noted that certain 
percussion techniques and manufacturing processes were relegated to 
specialized flintknappers. Simply, the creation of certain tool types necessitated a 
knowledge base that not everyone had. Therefore, as the creation of tools such 
as prismatic blades necessitates a specialized knowledge, creating other tools 
like bifaces may require similar manufacturing proficiency as well as knowledge 
of the materials at hand. However, one should be aware of the possibility of 
communities not having a specialist knapper, but rather all/most people produced 
the necessary tools. This can be seen in groups throughout North America (R. 
Barber 2018, personal communication) but based on subsequent developments 
in Mesoamerica, the interpretation of this assemblage fits with the evidence at 
hand. Contrary to this, rudimentary flaking techniques exist in which the novice or 
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casual person could create a usable implement. Techniques such as bipolar 
percussion and direct percussion are examples of this. Clark (1981) further 
states that these techniques are undeveloped and could be done by anyone 
without prior knowledge or experience in lithic manufacture. Clark describes that 
the direct percussion technique is a peculiar method of the Early Preclassic 
industry of Mesoamerica. He sees this percussion method, which creates the 
expedient flakes, as rudimentary while more precise percussion is often 
accomplished with a steeper striking angle.  
 The other method that does not require a substantial knowledge of 
flintknapping is the bipolar technique. This technique requires the use of an anvil 
and hammerstone; first a core is placed on the anvil and then subsequently 
struck with a hammerstone at a 90-degree angle. When enough force is 
delivered onto the core, a bipolar flake is removed. These type of percussion 
techniques would result in the small amorphous flakes typical of the Paso de la 
Amada lithic industry and that of La Consentida (Lohse 2018, personal 
communication). Further evidence of this is noted from the presence of both 
large and small flakes. The technological analysis of a sample of artifacts of this 
assemblage by Lohse indicates multiple manufacturing techniques. Lohse 
suggests that the large flakes of this assemblage were manufactured with the 
seated anvil, bipolar percussion. However, the particularly smaller flakes were 
not manufactured in the same manner. Therefore, the manufacturing techniques 
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employed at La Consentida point towards different behavior in manufacturing 
processes (Lohse 2018, personal communication). 
 If it is the case that the current assemblage comes from the same sources 
previously analyzed, which came from the 2009 excavations (Hepp 2011; 
Williams 2012), this suggests a few interpretations for the manufacturing 
technology employed. As previously noted, the artifacts in this assemblage 
demonstrate numerous manufacturing errors. These errors, along with the type 
of flakes and debitage present, can be used to indicate how these artifacts were 
created. Specifically, the flakes appear to have been produced by the inhabitants 
of La Consentida largely relying on hard/direct percussion. Direct percussion was 
likely the method of choice although bipolar percussion was also needed to 
create the larger flakes. This raises the question of why would the knappers of La 
Consentida continue to use hard percussion if it constantly creates fractures and 
diminishes the feathered terminations generally sought after? First, one could 
point out that the inhabitants were capable of precise knapping, as indicated by 
the presence of chert drills. Thus, if they could create specialized tools with chert, 
they should be able to create useable flakes with obsidian. Or, is it possible that 
obsidian is too brittle in comparison to chert for their percussion techniques to be 
effective? Further, the inhabitants of La Consentida may be choosing these 
techniques because of economic considerations in that they are only able to 
obtain small nodules of obsidian and thus a hammer and anvil may have been 
the best choice for creating useable flakes. As previously mentioned, La 
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Consentida procured obsidian from various sources originating in the Basin of 
Mexico (Otumba, Paredón, Malpaís) and the Gulf region (Pico de Orizaba, 
Guadalupe Victoria, Zaragoza) (Hepp 2011; Williams 2012). Therefore, this 
shows the various exchange networks established. Williams (2012) argues one 
of the trade routes began in the Gulf coast, traveled through the Olmec region, 
next through the Isthmus of Tehuantepec, and finally along the Pacific Coast until 
reaching the lower Rio Verde Valley (see Zeitlin 1978). The secondary proposed 
route may be possible due to relationships in “Central Mexico through the Valley 
of Oaxaca, and the Tehuacán Valley” (Williams 2012). Further, these 
relationships based on mutual exchange (see Sanders 1984:276 [cited in 
Williams 2012]) may have been a trade in coastal resources from La Consentida 
such as cotton, cacao, and marine resources for obsidian.  
 Being that the Early Formative is often thought as a transitional period 
from the Archaic, some may make the contention that obsidian was a material 
previously unknown in the area. While this seems to be a reasonable idea, the 
evidence points in a different direction. Parry (1987)  states the Preceramic (i.e. 
Archaic) was characterized by the informal flake industry (except for obsidian 
blade making in some areas) that is seen in the proceeding Formative period. 
Further, MacNeish and colleagues (1967) indicate prismatic blades were already 
being traded in the Archaic period. Therefore, obsidian was being used in the 
area. What is likely happening is not that the inhabitants are incapable of creating 
useable tools, but rather do not have access to good enough material for their 
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production. Although it appears that La Consentida was involved in an extensive 
exchange network, high quality obsidian does not appear to have reached the 
site, at least not in nodules of ample size to produce workable cores. Thus, 
instead of pointing to the inhabitants knapping ability in relating to manufacturing 
errors, one must look at the quality as well as the size of the material being used. 
 Based on the analysis of the assemblage, obsidian may have been traded 
into the site in the form of small cobbles (Lohse 2018, personal communication). 
Subsequently, these cobbles were flaked using direct and bipolar percussion with 
an anvil (see Figure 4.01). This would have been perhaps the only way to 
generate flakes from such small obsidian cobbles. This would explain the 
frequent fractures and flaking errors identified in the assemblage, along with the 
small and variable nature of the flakes. These flakes and knapping errors are a 
reflection of the material at hand. Armed with only small cobbles (with the second 
largest source Guadalupe Victoria being of relatively low quality) the inhabitants 
of La Consentida were making the most they could with the material available to 
them. It may be that the majority of the obsidian they had simply did not permit 
the production of many formal tools, however, it was still useful as it could be 
used to produce sharp, although informal, flakes capable of cutting.  
 While formal tools (such as prismatic blades) do occur infrequently at the 
site, it is likely that these blades were produced elsewhere by specialists and 
then transported to La Consentida (Hirth et al. 2013). Further, building on 
evidence from MacNeish’s work in the caves of Tehuacán, Flannery and Marcus 
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(2005) suggest prismatic blades in Archaic Oaxaca were transported by being 
laid out in a cloth and rolled up into a cylindrical package where the blades would 
not touch. Additionally, it was only in the Late Formative period that prismatic 
blade cores were being traded in the Olmec region and Valley of Oaxaca  (De 
Leon et al. 2009). At La Consentida this pattern is suggested by the small 
number (n=4) in addition to the different type of obsidian used for their creation. 
However, a few “sequent flakes”3, flakes that behave like blades, are present in a 
sample of the primary context assemblage which are created using the “same 
principal that controls prismatic blade production” thus indicating an early type of 
blade like production (Lohse 2018, personal communication). Further, as 
prismatic blades were likely traded-in, small obsidian cobbles were likely also 
brought in. If larger nodules of obsidian were available at La Consentida, it would 
be reasonable to find obsidian with some cortex. Only two obsidian flakes have 
minimal evidence of preserved cortex (Lohse 2018, personal communication). 
The only artifacts in this assemblage with significant preserved cortex are made 
from basalt or chert, materials that were likely more easily available. Also, larger 
artifacts would be found in the assemblage if large nodules of obsidian were 
available. The largest artifact within this collection is a single chert blade (Figure 
                                                 
3 “These flakes behave like blades, except that the previous removal (seen on the dorsal 
side) is completely encompassed by the subsequent removal that, itself, creates the 
flake. The negative flake scar creates a couple of smaller ridges to either side, and these 
ridges guide the subsequent (sequential, or sequent) flake. It a lot of ways, it's the same 
principal that controls prismatic blade production, except that the dorsal guides include a 
couple of ridges rather than just one (or so)” (Lohse 2018, personal communication). 
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3.16). This interpretation of importation of small obsidian nodules along with the 
presence of small informal flakes can be seen at other sites (see Clark 1981). 
This type of assemblage may indicate a component found at Early Formative 
sites in Mesoamerica located far from obsidian sources. Although the Oaxacan 
coast was a region where coastal products were traded to highland and interior 
communities, it may be the coastal products were not valuable enough to procure 
larger nodules of obsidian. Further, although the exchange networks were 
established, the reciprocal relationships may have been skewed. A number of 
factors may explain these economic relationships although more research is 
needed.  
Chipped Stone Distribution 
 As demonstrated in Table 4.04, chipped stone was recovered in all 
primary contexts excavated at the site during the 2012 field season. Also, 
amounts of chipped stone as well as the types of implements vary between 
contexts (Figure 4.02). Looking at the overall amount of obsidian artifacts, it is 
clear the site has more obsidian artifacts than others in the region (Table 4.02) 
Further, clear patterns emerge at the site. For example, in operations where 
there is a high quantity of debitage, we see a higher number of drills (although 
LC09 B differs as this was a redeposited midden with a concentration of chert 
drills). Additionally, the amount of debitage also relates to a higher amount of 
cores and flakes, especially in the designated manufacturing areas of Op. C and 
G (see below). Issues such as specialized locations for lithic manufacture or craft 
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specialization can inform inferences about a site’s domestic economy (Blomster 
and Glascock 2011). Therefore, one must be careful to note not only what type of 
artifacts are found within separate contexts but also the manufacturing debitage 
and the quantity of chipped stone. This information can be later combined with 
data on other artifacts within the same contexts to note any emerging patterns. 
These patterns can indicate if chipped stone was used in conjunction with other 
artifacts or materials and further note if certain chipped stone artifacts were 
created or used in designated locations of a site.  
 
 
Table 4.04: Chipped stone artifacts per unit of sediment excavated (m3)  
from all LC12 Operations 
Operation 
Sediment 
excavated Biface Blade Core Debitage Drill Flake 
Scraper/ 
core Total 
LC12 A 59.2   0.02  0.03 0.2 0.02 0.21   0.46 
LC09 B 21   0.05 0.15 1.2 0.24 0.9   2.5 
LC12 C 9  0.22 0.22 0.66 10 0.33 5.4   16.9 
LC12 D 6.1      0.16 4.3 0.16 2.6   7.2 
LC12 E 18.4  0.05 0.05 0.61 2.7 0.05 2.3   5.3 
LC12 G 10.7 0.19   1.14 9.1   4.8   14.9 
LC12 H 5.1     0.2 4.5   1.9 0.19 6.9 
Total 129.5 0.46 0.52 2.5 32 0.8 18.11 0.19   
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Figure 4.02. Isochronic map showing density of obsidian artifacts/m3. Index 
represents total number of obsidian artifacts divided by volume excavated and 
converted to a percentage. This was done so artifact counts are not skewed by  
differences in excavated volumes (image adapted from Hepp 2015:80 by Dr. 
Nicholas Jew and author). 
 
 
The primary contexts of LC12 D represent midden context as well as 
transitional layers surrounding the midden interspersed with some shell matrix. 
The majority of the chipped stone within this context is obsidian in addition to 
chert, chalcedony, basalt, and quartzite. Debitage, and secondly, flakes make up 
the bulk of the artifacts with one special artifact (chalcedony drill) recovered. 
LC12 E also contained midden contexts with a high concentration of shell. This 
Op. had a more varied artifact concentration but debitage and flakes again were 
dominant. Special artifacts include a possible obsidian biface, a chert blade, and 
a chert drill. The primary contexts of Op. H include a rapid midden deposit 
108 
 
episode located at the edge of the Substructure 2 mound (Hepp 2015: Chapter 
IV). This quickly deposited midden includes a small amount of chipped stone 
artifacts. Apart from following the emerging trend of debitage dominating the 
contexts, this Operation produced the possible chert scraper/core (Figure 3.04) 
that is one of the largest artifacts within this assemblage; the remaining artifacts 
were all made from obsidian. LC09 B constitutes early ashy midden contexts 
located on the western edge of Platform 1. Excavation within these contexts also 
uncovered a portion of Burial B1-I1 and B2-I2 which was initially discovered in 
2009. Debitage again dominates the assemblage with flakes being secondary in 
the context. Special artifacts include an obsidian prismatic blade fragment (FS# 
7320b) found close to the surface in lot 1 and five of the remaining chert drills. In 
addition to obsidian and chert, basalt and quartzite make up the remaining 
materials of chipped stone. Chipped stone from LC12 C (Structure 1 domestic 
building and the surrounding occupational surface) included the largest 
concentration of lithics per sediment excavated recovered (Table 4.04; Figure 
4.02). The artifacts in these contexts are varied and contain numerous special 
types including three possible obsidian drills, two possible bifaces, and two 
prismatic blades. In addition to obsidian, chert and quartz make up the remaining 
materials. The context of LC12 G contained a domestic building on Structure 2 
and the surrounding occupational area along with domestic refuse (Table 4.05). 
These contexts contain the second highest amount of chipped stone per 
sediment excavated (Table 4.04: Figure 4.02). Debitage comprises over half of 
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the artifacts and cores are most numerous in this Op. Obsidian is the dominant 
material with chert, basalt, and quartzite also recovered. The only special 
artifacts include a chert biface and quartzite core and flake. Operation LC12 A 
contained various contexts including eroded midden, occupational surfaces 
several human burials. This is the only Op. in which debitage does not dominate 
the artifact count but flakes do by a small margin. Only one prismatic blade 
fragment and one obsidian drill account for the special artifacts.  
 
 
Table 4.05: Context information of LC12 Operations. Information provided by 
Hepp (2015: Chapter IV).  
Operation Context 
LC12 A Midden, occupational surface, burials 
LC09 B Platform 1 midden, burial 
LC12 C Structure 1 domestic building, occupational surface 
LC12 D Midden 
LC12 E Midden 
LC12 G Structure 2 house remains, occ. area, domestic refuse 
LC12 H Substructure 2 midden 
 
 
As evidenced by the data, the types and number of lithic artifacts vary 
within contexts at La Consentida. Given the high amount of debitage, flakes, and 
cores in comparison to the other contexts, LC12 C and LC12 G can be 
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designated as areas of manufacture (Figure 4.02) These contexts contained the 
highest amount of chipped stone artifacts. These two Operations (in addition to 
Op. E) produced a similar number of flakes. Although they differ, the amounts of 
debitage are also the highest. Where one finds a significant amount of debitage 
one would likely note this as an area where manufacturing of lithics takes place. 
The greater frequency  of cores (per sediment excavated), in addition to high 
amounts of debitage, cements this notion as a likely production locale. Given that 
these two contexts are both associated with houses and occupational surfaces, it 
appears likely that the inhabitants of La Consentida manufactured lithics near 
their homes.  
On the other hand, LC12 E is a midden with concentrations of shell that 
could be associated to the chert drill and chert blade/possible drill preform. 
Although only three obsidian cores are present in this assemblage, it is possible 
these artifacts are part of the manufacturing process used to create the large 
number of flakes and debitage. The variation of artifact types may thus represent 
the refuse from a possible manufacturing area. However, based on the ceramic 
assemblage, Hepp (2015) suggested this midden resulted from public feasting. 
LC12 A is the only other context which contains an occupational surface, aside 
from burial and midden deposits. The artifacts are split between these contexts in 
which a low artifact density and small variation occurs. The special artifact types 
are associated with the burials and occupational surface while the remainder of 
artifacts occur as the resulting midden. The special artifacts (drills) within LC09 B 
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are associated with the midden in close association with the burials in that 
context (see Williams 2012:64 for description of possible drills recovered in 
2009). Hepp (2015) notes this context on Platform 1 as a possible workshop area 
with a high concentration of refuse. Chipped stone directly associated with the 
burials includes obsidian flakes and a piece of basalt debitage. Shell is found as 
part of the deposit matrix and may be attributed to the high relative frequency of 
chert drills. The LC12 H midden within Substructure 2 produced small amounts of 
obsidian artifacts (Figure 4.02) with only one chert (scraper/core) implement. 
LC12 D is the last context which is not associated to any structure or platform. 
Much like LC12 E, these middens have a small variation of artifacts, but the 
presence of chert/chalcedony drills is associated with concentrations of shell 
within these middens, thus promoting a purposeful use of artifacts with specific 
contexts and materials. This may promote the use of drills in conjunction with 
shell, but as previously mentioned (see Results chapter), microbotanical analysis 
evidences their use on root crops and grasses. 
Chipped Stone and Social Organization 
 While the lithics at La Consentida are distributed among contexts such as 
middens, fill, and occupational surfaces, they are also found within burials. 
Mortuary artifacts have often been used by archaeologists to note aspects of 
social organization (see Binford 1971; Gillespie 2001; Saxe 1971). The artifacts, 
or lack thereof, found within burials have been inferred as a direct reflection of a 
person’s life and status (see Lull 2000 for contrasting view). Thus, one may point 
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to burials from La Consentida to note aspects of social organization. Hepp 
(2015:296) stated, however, that “there appears in general to be little 
differentiation between [burials] in terms of offerings.” Further, variation between 
burial artifacts may be a reflection of “accomplishments during life, rather than 
inheritance of status by birthright.” (Hepp 2015:296) Therefore, although chipped 
stone within burials must be examined for possible evidence relating to social 
organization, emphasis should more closely be placed on other contexts of the 
site. Therefore, households and domestic buildings as well as occupational 
surfaces may provide the best evidence for identifying possible links between 
lithics and social organization.  
 As noted above, the lithics recovered from LC12 C and LC12 G likely 
correspond to areas of lithic manufacture. Lithics were thus likely being 
manufactured near domestic buildings, house floors, and occupational settings in 
the immediate area. Generally, lithic manufacture in domestic contexts is 
considered unusual, as the sharp debris produced presents a danger for walking. 
La Consentida appears to not follow this convention, as these two Operations 
produced the highest relative frequency (by count and per sediment excavated) 
of obsidian artifacts recovered at the site (Table 4.02). On the other hand, LC12 
E produced the fourth highest relative concentration of obsidian artifacts (which 
includes all artifact types), but it is not directly associated with any known 
domestic contexts, although future excavations may reveal these contexts). It is a 
midden between two substructures and based on the decorated ceramic wares, 
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is likely a feasting deposit. Although, further excavation of LC12 E revealed a 
possible relationship between the midden and a possible structure (see Hepp 
2015:138) which may be why numerous obsidian artifacts are present. As stated 
above, what is notable of the ashy midden of LC09 B, located on the edge of 
Platform 1, is the presence of five chert drills. This early redeposited midden may 
have been the result of an open-air workshop before the construction of 
structures on Platform 1. Hepp (2015) noted this as an area of reoccupation 
during the Classic period (Hepp 2015:Table 4.4). Further, Hepp suggests the 
midden was dug up and used as fill for the burials which may explain why these 
special artifacts occur in this area while minimal lithics are found within the 
burials themselves. The probable occupational surfaces of LC12 A contain small 
amounts of obsidian and chert flakes and debitage. The remaining chipped stone 
is spread across burials, fill, and resurfacing lenses. Interestingly, fired daub was 
recovered in the probable occupation layers which may indicate the presence of 
a previous structure or the deposition of fill from a different source. LC12 D 
contains two possible occupational surfaces within substructure 2 with the 
majority being deposits of fill. The occupational debris and fill within LC12 D 
contained deposits of shell and a single shell bead (possibly made from 
spondylus) (Hepp 2015: Figure 6.8). These shells may thus be related to the 
presence of a chalcedony drill in the deposit although the single bead was 
recovered from a different depth than the drill (i.e. bead in lot 10 and drill in lot 
13). This likely represents feasting deposits, and the “concerted community 
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construction effort to modify Platform 1” (Hepp 2015:176, 455). The LC12 H 
midden is a result of food preparation and possible feasting deposits based on 
few discard events and the recovered ceramics (Hepp 2015:479). A low density 
of obsidian artifacts was recovered, which may be the result of the use of that 
material in food preparation. Further, this is almost identical to the assemblage of 
LC12 D, and thus it is probable the chipped stone in both LC12 D and LC12 H 
are the result of subsistence practices and not areas intended for manufacture. 
Comparison between LC12 C and LC12 G (areas of lithic manufacture), and 
LC12 D and LC12 H (subsistence areas) evidence this distinction (Table 4.04) of 
more cores and debitage in manufacturing versus subsistence areas.  
 Chipped stone at La Consentida appears to have been used and 
manufactured in different ways and locations. Evidenced by locations of 
households, domestic structures, and occupational surfaces, the chipped stone 
within these locations varies, though not drastically. For example, LC12 C and 
LC12 G contain the majority of chipped stone but vary slightly in certain artifacts 
such as blades and drills. These artifacts require a higher quality/type of obsidian 
(see Cobean 2002) than what is largely found at the site, that of Guadalupe 
Victoria (20% of samples analyzed) obsidian largely regarded as low quality (see 
Blomster and Glascock 2010, 2011). The blades, which are likely traded in, 
represent a unique commodity not found in all areas of the site and thus not 
available to all inhabitants. Further, the drills within LC12 C were likely 
manufactured from a less brittle obsidian with fewer inclusions.  
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 Thus, it is my contention that different areas of occupation had different 
access to certain chipped stone artifacts, but this must be looked at 
contemporaneously as well as chronologically. Using excavation lots as a proxy 
for chronology, Op. A and C contained all obsidian drills while Op. A, C, and 
LC09 B contained all obsidian blades (all artifacts from lots 1-6). Looking at 
earlier lots (7+) Chert drills appear in Op. D, E, and LC09 B, while chert blades 
are found in Op. E (lot 12). Therefore, there appears to be a possible 
differentiation of lithic distribution both contemporaneously and over time. In 
earlier occupation of the site differentiation is suggested by chert blades and 
drills in certain Operations while in later occupation, differentiation is suggested 
by obsidian blades in specified Operations. Further, over time obsidian becomes 
the dominant material for special artifact types possibly due to change in material 
as is seen in other Early Formative period sites (see Cobean 2002).   
 The areas which evidence probable structures are where the majority of 
flakes were manufactured. Also, specialized artifacts, such as obsidian drills, 
were likely the product of crafting activities by specialized flintknappers. The 
chert drills found throughout various middens at the site are found in association 
to shell middens and shell matrix and may evidence locations for specialized 
activities. As obsidian drills are not found at the site associated to shell like their 
chert and chalcedony counterparts this suggests a different type of crafting 
activity conducted within the home possibly on leather or other perishable 
materials though more research is needed. The remaining lithics were likely used 
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in food preparation as well as during feasting events. Given the evidence at 
hand, some inhabitants of La Consentida possibly had differential access to 
lithics seen both contemporaneously and chronologically. Although this does not 
represent a clear evidence of hierarchy, with all other material evidence 
examined, it may show the beginnings of status differentiation. For example, in 
looking at the domestic areas of LC12 C and G, these contexts are similar in 
artifact assemblage, but both differ in certain aspects. LC12 C contains drills, 
blades, and a higher quantity of bowls and jars where LC12 G has no blades or 
drills and low quantity of bowls and jars. This may be seen as evidence for 
economic differences between households. As obsidian was traded into the site 
and is thus a coveted material, the fact that it was found and likely used in 
domestic contexts as well as midden deposits throughout the site, it is feasible 
that all inhabitants had some access to it. The similarities of chipped stone 
distribution note a communal access with small inflections of differential access. 
Also, those with greater access arguably had specialized manufacturing 
knowledge suggested by the presence of special artifact types within domestic 
contexts. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 
CONCLUSION 
 
Overall Findings 
 The preceding chapters demonstrate my research into answering one 
main question; how does the chipped stone assemblage of La Consentida relate 
to exchange, crafting, and subsistence during the Early Formative? I have 
dedicated several sections of this thesis to answering the various parts of this 
question. These sections regularly refer to each other and are interconnected as 
the chipped stone assemblage analyzed is intertwined in all aspects of this 
research. I have attempted to show how the distribution, quantity, and 
manufacturing process of this assemblage can inform us about the daily life of 
the inhabitants of the site. Additionally, other forms of material culture associated 
with chipped stone at the site are referenced as further lines of evidence for my 
results. Hepp’s (2015) previous research led to interpretations of all aspects of 
material culture, but the chipped stone assemblage required further analysis. 
Therefore, I conducted this analysis in order to provide information from the use 
of chipped stone to answer the questions mentioned above and thus provide 
evidence to augment Hepp’s (2015) conclusions. This chapter will briefly 
summarize the results of this analysis and note if this type of chipped stone 
assemblage may be a general component of Early Formative life on the coast. 
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 In analyzing the assemblage, it is clear that the inhabitants of La 
Consentida employed the use of a variety of materials. These materials ranged 
from what was locally available to those that must have been traded into the site. 
Local materials were comprised of chert, chalcedony, quartz, and basalt, while 
the material transported into the site was obsidian. Although all of these materials 
are present in the assemblage, obsidian dominates the chipped stone 
assemblage. Despite the fact chert was locally available and used at the site, 
obsidian was clearly favored. Obsidian has long been a valued material in pre-
Hispanic Mesoamerica (see Saunders 2001), and at this Early Formative site one 
can see the presence of this favoritism. This is indicated by the high number of 
obsidian lithics in comparison to other material types. The unsurpassed 
sharpness and  processing ability (i.e. how it can be easily flaked into a sharp 
edge) of obsidian provided a needed material to cut objects more easily. 
 Although the inhabitants of La Consentida were choosing obsidian over 
other materials for certain tasks, the type of obsidian they were using may have 
not been conducive to the creation of formal tools. However, there may be a 
change over time as the presence of obsidian drills, made from a likely less brittle 
obsidian, occur in the later occupation of the Early Formative (see Chapter Four). 
While sourcing analysis has not yet been conducted on the chipped stone 
assemblage used for this thesis, previous sourcing analysis by  Hepp (2011) and 
Williams (2012: Chapter 5) reveals several sources from which the obsidian 
came. As obsidian greatly ranges in color and quality, the people of La 
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Consentida were mostly acquiring similar grey/translucent-grey obsidian. This 
brings forth two contentions: first, the inhabitants of La Consentida had a vast 
interaction network which allowed them to attain these materials (see Joyce 
1993, 1995); and second, although they could trade for materials from far off 
sources, they were acquiring obsidian from both lower quality (e.g. Guadalupe 
Victoria) and higher quality (e.g. Paredón) sources. The coast of Oaxaca has 
long been a region of interaction where highland communities and other interior 
sites sought after coastal products such as cotton, cacao, and shells (Joyce 
1993, 1995). Thus, the people of La Consentida likely had products to exchange 
for obsidian but may have suffered from being so far removed from an obsidian 
source that a lot of quality material did not reach their area. Whether it was 
distance, being part of a lower quality exchange network, or a host of other 
possible explanations, the presence of both low-quality and higher-quality 
material left a recognizable imprint in their assemblage.  
 As previously noted, only small obsidian spalls/nodules were available for 
the inhabitants of the site. These small nodules are what drove the type of 
manufacturing process they employed. Therefore, in addition to direct percussion 
used to create the larger flakes in the assemblage, hard hammering with an anvil 
was the preferred method as this was the best possible way in which they could 
produce a useable lithic from the small nodules. This type of bipolar percussion 
caused the production of informal flakes seen in this assemblage and at other 
sites in Mesoamerica (see Clark 1981; Winter and Pires-Ferreira 1976; Zeitlin 
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1978). Consequently, informal flakes may not have been the preferred lithic, but 
rather a consequence of their materials. Additionally, the inhabitants did show a 
propensity for being able to create more formal tools. The presence of chert 
blades and chert drills evidence their knapping ability. Also, the presence of 
obsidian drills indicates their ability to manufacture obsidian tools given a higher 
quality material. Further, these obsidian drills were made from a black obsidian 
uncommon in this assemblage. This may represent a change in obsidian 
procurement over time as these artifacts are found in later occupation.   
 Relating to the manufacture of informal flakes, various manufacturing 
errors occur because of the combination of brittle material, hard/direct 
percussion, the small nodules available, and seated anvil method. This 
combination produces unwanted errors such as eraillure, step, and hinge 
fractures/terminations, crushed platforms and edges, and thus greatly reduces 
the probability of producing the generally desired feathered termination or a 
simple sharp edge. Therefore, the present lithic assemblage is saturated with a 
high density of informal flakes and lacks a large number of formal tools. 
Noticeable formal tools do occur at the site in the form of prismatic blades, drills, 
and bifacial tools. These prismatic tools are a characteristic of the more common 
blade technology in subsequent periods. Generally, it was believed that prismatic 
blades were not common until the Middle Formative (Jackson and Love 1991). 
However, Hirth and colleagues (2013) and Blomster and Glascock (2010) show 
prismatic blades were available during the Early Formative. Therefore, while two 
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of the prismatic blades found near the surface may be intrusive (Op. A and LC09 
B), the remaining two are found in deeper contexts associated with domestic 
areas (Op. C). Additionally, the “sequent flakes” present in this assemblage show 
the beginnings of a prismatic blade-like manufacturing process suggesting a 
growing knowledge base regarding blade production. Also, obsidian drills present 
another formal tool found at the site which are typologically similar to the chert 
drills present. It may be that small nodules of higher-quality obsidian were 
available on rare occasions, and towards the latter half of occupation, for tool 
production.   
 In addition to noting the presence of both informal and formal tool types, it 
is necessary to infer the possible uses of these artifact types. While previous 
research has proposed specific uses of these types of informal flakes from other 
sites in Mesoamerica (see Lowe 1967, 1975, 1977 [cited in Hepp 2015:40]), little 
research has been done to test these hypotheses. Some researchers have 
advocated for their use on foodstuffs while others have noted the fragility of 
obsidian would cause unwanted stone chips to be ingested (Green and Lowe 
1967:128 [cited in Hepp 2015:40]). Thus, no conclusive answer has yet been 
provided. However, preliminary results of micro botanical analysis of flakes from 
this assemblage have produced interesting developments. Results from 
sonication indicate the presence of phytoliths from root crops and grasses 
embedded in the obsidian flakes and thus suggest a direct use of these flakes 
(Berube 2017). Additionally, the sonication of chert drills also indicate the 
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presence of their use on foodstuffs (e.g., maize kernels) and thus throws into 
contention the idea of these artifacts being solely used in shell crafting.  
 Moving beyond issues of materials and manufacture, the way in which 
chipped stone is distributed throughout the site reveals interesting results.  Based 
on these analyses a clear image of the site appears in which lithics were 
manufactured in designated areas. Various lines of evidence, in addition to 
chipped stone, suggest that lithics were being manufactured within households 
and various domestic contexts/occupational surfaces at La Consentida. This 
contrasts general notions of flint knapping outside of your home to prevent 
debitage that may hurt someone. The number of flakes, debitage, and cores 
found in immediate areas of homes promotes this conclusion. Additionally, it 
appears specialized locations were designated for craft activities. The presence 
of large amounts of shell is noted in specific areas of the site (Hepp 2015: 
Chapter IV). Within these contexts, chert and chalcedony drills and chert 
blade/drill preform are found. As chert drills have often been associated with 
crafting shell implements (see Gamble 2002; Zeitlin 1979), it is no surprise they 
appear associated with shell middens and shell lenses although the 
microbotanical evidence presented complicates this association. Therefore, this 
can be seen as a specific use of artifacts in designated locations and with 
specific materials. Based on the chipped stone distribution, along with their 
association to other artifact types, it is clear the inhabitants of La Consentida 
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designated specific locations for the use and manufacture of artifacts and thus 
crafting and subsistence activities.  
 Social complexity has long been a focus of those researching the Early 
Formative period (Blake and Clark 1999; Clark 2004a; Clark and Blake 1994; 
Flannery 1968; Flannery and Marcus, eds. 2003; Hill and Clark 2001; R. Joyce 
2004; Lesure and Blake 2002; Love 2007 [cited in Hepp 2015]). Given that this is 
seen as a transitional period from the Archaic, studies have aimed to find the 
initiation of social complexity/differentiation. Hepp (2015: Chapter VII) has noted 
several lines of evidence regarding social organization at La Consentida. To add 
to this analysis, I studied chipped stone from primary contexts at the site to 
investigate how certain types of stone artifacts and materials are distributed 
within the site to aid in interpreting social organization. Through this analysis, it is 
clear there was some level of differential access to specific materials and 
artifacts. Specialized artifacts such as blades and drills (both obsidian and 
chert/chalcedony) are found in specific areas of the site. Differences in special 
artifacts, in material and type, are found contemporaneously and chronologically 
in specific areas of the site. This promotes the idea of differential access by 
certain individuals/households. Also, apart from informal flakes, the specialized 
tools are likely the product of specialized flint-knappers and craft specialists. This 
differentiation between households and craft specialists can be seen as a 
difference between the inhabitants. Further, noting that obsidian and other 
chipped stone flakes are found in all areas of the site analyzed reveals access, 
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although limited, to all inhabitants of the site and thus suggests the beginnings of 
social differentiation.  
 Craft specialization, along with differential access (based on artifact 
distribution) to certain types of obsidian and artifacts can be used to note the 
beginning of social complexity during the Early Formative. Hepp (2015:314) 
argues La Consentida was “heterarchically complex, with diverse social roles 
including communal labor organizers, dancers, musicians, ball players, feasting 
facilitators, and ritual specialists.” What this thesis provides is another line of 
evidence that promotes La Consentida as a heterarchically complex community. 
Chipped stone distribution adds another social role in form of craft specialists. 
Further, only specific areas of the site evidence craft specialization, but all areas 
show some access to obsidian. Thus, a further pattern emerges among non-
specialist areas where differentiation in seen in both obsidian amount (per 
sediment excavated) and artifact types. Therefore, this analysis in conjunction 
with Hepp’s (2015) results, promote the idea of the Early Formative as a 
heterarchically complex time period which was a precursor to subsequent 
periods with a “hereditary social hierarchy” (Hepp 2015:314). Because this study 
provides an analysis of chipped stone at the earliest known settled village in 
Oaxaca, it is important as a view of exchange, crafting, and subsistence during 
the Early Formative. This analysis can be used as a comparison for other Early 
Formative sites and as researchers explore broader issues of subsistence, 
economy, manufacturing processes, and social organization. 
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Future Considerations 
 While this study focused on certain aspects of a single assemblage, future 
researchers can expand on this, and similar collections dating to the Early 
Formative. For example, while only a small amount of chipped stone from this 
collection was analyzed using sonication, this leaves room for additional study. 
Further sonication of a larger sample of lithics may provide better details 
regarding actual use of these lithics and thus indicate reasons for the 
assemblage of small, informal flakes. Also, while stone drills from other sites 
were likely used for shell working, the sonication of this collection suggested 
different results. Thus, analysis of all drills available is needed. 
 Use wear studies can augment the sonication data and better inform on 
the daily use of both domestic and ritual lithic artifacts. Aldenderfer and 
colleagues (1989), Clark (1988), and Stemp and colleagues (2010, 2013) have 
shown the advantage of use wear analysis to infer the activities lithics were used 
for in Mesoamerica. To date, macroscopic  analysis has only been conducted on 
a sample of the present assemblage (Lohse 2018, personal communication). A 
micro and macroscopic use wear analysis of the entire assemblage may provide 
evidence regarding use and thus help inform on the daily activities and 
subsistence practices from coastal Mesoamerican sites. Further, while La 
Consentida has been extensively excavated by Hepp (2015), there still remains 
room for future studies. Expanding the previous excavation footprint may uncover 
more households, domestic areas, or manufacturing locations which may reveal 
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more primary contexts and possibly more chipped stone from these locations. 
These results can then be compared to other sites in Mesoamerica to indicate if 
lithic use at La Consentida extends to patterns seen not only at coastal sites but 
other Early Formative sites. 
Concluding Thoughts 
 This thesis has presented data from the Early Formative period of 
Oaxaca, more specifically from the site of La Consentida. I analyzed chipped 
stone artifacts in order to provide additional data regarding La Consentida’s lithic 
distribution, subsistence, crafting, and economy. It appears that the people of La 
Consentida used an informal flake technology (manufactured on site), in addition 
to having some formal tools (i.e. prismatic blades) traded into the site. Obsidian 
was the favored material for lithic production which was traded into the site in the 
form of small nodules, which in turn guided its manufacturing process. It is my 
hope that this analysis can be further used as evidence of lithic distribution and 
use at a heterarchically complex site during the Early Formative period of 
Oaxaca. 
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APPENDIX A 
THE LITHIC ASSEMBLAGE OF LA CONSENTIDA 
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 In this appendix I present the tables of all the data collected during my 
analysis of the chipped stone artifacts recovered from primary contexts during 
the 2012 excavation season at La Consentida. This includes all information 
recorded during the 2017 laboratory analysis of the chipped stone assemblage 
housed at the ex-convent of Cuilapan, Oaxaca, Mexico. These data are detailed 
in three separate tables below. The first Table, A.01, details the provenience 
information of each chipped stone artifact as well as descriptive information 
(including artifact type, reduction sequence, and [possible] tool). Further 
descriptive information is shown in Table A.02 noting measurements (e.g., width, 
CE/M), color, material, and condition of the artifact. Lastly, Table A.03 details the 
remaining data categories, including information about manufacturing errors, 
possible use, and general notes for each artifact. All tables include the 
corresponding FS# for each artifact to aid in referencing between tables. 
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Table A.01: First seven columns of data sheet. 
FS# Op. Unit Lot Artifact Type 
(flake/core/debitage) 
Reduction 
sequence 
Retouch Tool 
10098 E IA 22 Flake Tertiary   
8116 D OA 21 Flake Tertiary   
10227 E IB 9 Flake Tertiary   
8057 D OA 17 Flake Tertiary   
9386a G -1D 4 Flake Tertiary   
9386b G  -1D 4 Debitage Tertiary   
9386c G -1D 4 Debitage Tertiary no  
9386d G -1D 4 Debitage Tertiary no  
9386e G -1D 4 Flake Tertiary No  
9011a G 2D 5 Debitage Tertiary no  
9011b G 2D 5 Flake Tertiary no  
9432a G OE 4 Debitage Secondary no  
9432b G OE 4 Debitage Tertiary no  
9432c G OE 4 Flake Tertiary no  
9138 G OC 3 Flake Tertiary no  
9082a G 1C 3 Debitage Tertiary no  
130 
 
9082b G 1C 3 Flake Tertiary no  
9082c G 1C 3 Flake Tertiary no  
9082d G 1C 3 Core Bipolar no  
FS# Op. Unit Lot Artifact Type 
(flake/core/debitage) 
Reduction 
sequence 
Retouch Tool 
9082e G 1C 3 Flake Tertiary no  
8992a G 2D 3 Debitage Tertiary no  
8992b G 2D 3 Flake Tertiary no  
8992c G 2D 3 Debitage Tertiary no  
8992d G 2D 3 Debitage Tertiary no  
8270a D 1B 15 Debitage Secondary no  
8270b D 1B 15 Flake Tertiary no  
8270c D 1B 15 Debitage Tertiary no  
8270d D 1B 15 Flake Tertiary no  
8270e D 1B 15 Debitage Tertiary no  
8270f D 1B 15 Flake Tertiary no  
8270g D 1B 15 Flake Tertiary no  
8270h D 1B 15 Debitage Tertiary no  
8270i D 1B 15 Debitage Tertiary no  
8270j D 1B 15 Flake Tertiary no  
8270k D 1B 15 Flake Tertiary no  
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8270l D 1B 15 Debitage Tertiary no  
9404 G -2O 4 Core Tertiary no  
9398a G OC 5 Flake Tertiary no  
FS# Op. Unit Lot Artifact Type 
(flake/core/debitage) 
Reduction 
sequence 
Retouch Tool 
9398b G OC 5 Debitage Tertiary no  
9398c G OC 5 Debitage Tertiary no  
9398d G OC 5 Flake Tertiary no  
9398e G OC 5 Debitage Tertiary no  
9398f G OC 5 Core Multidirect no  
9398g G OC 5 Debitage Tertiary no  
9398h G OC 5 Biface Tertiary no Yes? 
9398i G OC 5 Debitage Tertiary no  
9423 G 1E 4 Debitage Tertiary no  
9200a G 2F 4 Debitage Tertiary no  
9200b G 2F 4 Flake Tertiary no  
9200c G 2F 4 Debitage Tertiary no  
9200d G 2F 4 Debitage Tertiary no  
9200e G 2F 4 Core Multidirect   
9540a G -2E 3 Debitage Tertiary no  
9540b G -2E 3 Debitage Tertiary no  
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9540c G -2E 3 Flake Tertiary no  
9540d G -2E 3 Flake Tertiary no  
9540e G -2E 3 Debitage Tertiary   
FS# Op. Unit Lot Artifact Type 
(flake/core/debitage) 
Reduction 
sequence 
Retouch Tool 
9010a G 3C 4 Flake Tertiary   
9010b G 3C 4 Core Multidirect Possible  
9010c G 3C 4 Core    
9044 G 3B 2 Debitage Tertiary   
9233a G OD 3 Debitage Tertiary   
9233b G OD 3 Debitage Tertiary   
9233c G OD 3 Flake Tertiary  Poss. 
9233d G OD 3 Flake Tertiary   
9294a G -1D 4 Flake Tertiary   
9294b G -1D 4 Debitage Tertiary   
9294c G -1D 4 Debitage Tertiary   
9294d G -1D 4 Debitage Tertiary   
9294e G -1D 4 Debitage Tertiary   
9294f G -1D 4 Debitage Tertiary   
9294g G -1D 4 Debitage Tertiary   
9294h G -1D 4 Debitage Tertiary   
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9294i G -1D 4 Debitage Tertiary   
9294j G -1D 4 Debitage Tertiary   
9294k G -1D 4 Debitage Tertiary   
FS# Op. Unit Lot Artifact Type 
(flake/core/debitage) 
Reduction 
sequence 
Retouch Tool 
9294l G -1D 4 Debitage Tertiary   
9294m G -1D 4 Flake Tertiary   
9294n G -1D 4 Debitage Tertiary   
9294o G -1D 4 Core Multidirect   
8082 D OA 19 Flake Tertiary  Poss. 
8317 D 1B 19 Debitage Tertiary   
9114 G 1C 4 Flake Tertiary   
9278a G OB 3 Debitage Tertiary   
9278b G OB 3 Flake Tertiary   
9278c G OB 3 Debitage Tertiary   
9278d G OB 3 Flake Tertiary   
9278e G OB 3 Debitage Secondary?   
9278f G OB 3 Debitage Tertiary   
9579a H OA 22 Debitage Tertiary   
9579b H OA 22 Debitage Tertiary   
9855a G -1F 3 Debitage Tertiary   
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9855b G -1F 3 Debitage Tertiary   
9855c G -1F 3 Debitage Tertiary   
9532 E OB 10 Debitage Tertiary   
FS# Op. Unit Lot Artifact Type 
(flake/core/debitage) 
Reduction 
sequence 
Retouch Tool 
9389a G OD 4 Debitage Tertiary   
9389b G OD 4 Biface Tertiary  Yes 
9389c G OD 4 Debitage Tertiary   
9389d G OD 4 Flake Tertiary   
9389e G OD 4 Flake Tertiary   
8300 D 1B 18 Debitage Tertiary   
9092a G 1C 3 Debitage Tertiary   
9092b G 1C 3 Debitage Tertiary   
9092c G 1C 3 Debitage Tertiary   
9092d G 1C 3 Debitage Tertiary   
9337a H OA 13 Flake Tertiary   
9337b H OA 13 Debitage Tertiary   
9337c H OA 13 Flake Tertiary   
9343a G OE 3 Debitage Tertiary   
9343b G OE 3 Debitage Tertiary   
9343c G OE 3 Debitage Tertiary   
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9343d G OE 3 Debitage Tertiary   
9343e G OE 3 Debitage Tertiary   
8097a D OA 20 Debitage Tertiary   
FS# Op. Unit Lot Artifact Type 
(flake/core/debitage) 
Reduction 
sequence 
Retouch Tool 
8097b D OA 20 Debitage Tertiary   
8097c D OA 20 Debitage Tertiary   
8097d D OA 20 Debitage Tertiary   
8097e D OA 20 Debitage Tertiary   
9247a G IE 3 Flake Tertiary  Poss. 
9247b G IE 3 Flake Tertiary   
9153 E OA 7 Debitage Tertiary   
9455a G OF 4 Flake Tertiary  Poss. 
9455b G OF 4 Debitage Tertiary   
9003a G 2D 4 Flake Tertiary   
9003b G 2D 4 Debitage Tertiary   
9003c G 2D 4 Debitage Tertiary   
8358 D 1B 23 Flake Tertiary   
8219a D 1B 13 Debitage Tertiary   
8219b D 1B 13 Debitage Tertiary   
8219c D 1B 13 Debitage Tertiary   
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8219d D 1B 13 Debitage Tertiary   
8219e D 1B 13 Flake Tertiary   
8219f D 1B 13 Debitage Tertiary?   
FS# Op. Unit Lot Artifact Type 
(flake/core/debitage) 
Reduction 
sequence 
Retouch Tool 
8219g D 1B 13 Drill Tertiary  Poss. 
9057a G 1D 3 Debitage Tertiary   
9057b G 1D 3 Debitage Tertiary   
9057c G 1D 3 Debitage Tertiary   
9057d G 1D 3 Debitage Tertiary   
9057e G 1D 3 Flake Tertiary   
9057f G 1D 3 Debitage Tertiary   
9057g G 1D 3 Debitage Tertiary   
9057h G 1D 3 Core Exhausted?   
9057i G 1D 3 Flake Tertiary   
9057j G 1D 3 Flake Tertiary  Poss. 
9135a G 2E 3 Debitage Tertiary   
9135b G 2E 3 Debitage Tertiary   
9135c G 2E 3 Debitage Tertiary   
9135d G 2E 3 Debitage Tertiary   
9135e G 2E 3 Debitage Tertiary   
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9135f G 2E 3 Debitage Tertiary   
9135g G 2E 3 Debitage Tertiary   
9135h G 2E 3 Debitage Tertiary   
FS# Op. Unit Lot Artifact Type 
(flake/core/debitage) 
Reduction 
sequence 
Retouch Tool 
9135i G 2E 3 Debitage Tertiary   
9135j G 2E 3 Flake Tertiary   
9135k G 2E 3 Core    
9135l G 2E 3 Core    
8082a D OA 19 Flake Tertiary   
8082b D OA 19 Debitage Tertiary   
8082c D OA 19 Flake Tertiary   
8082d D OA 19 Debitage Tertiary   
9577 H OA 21 Debitage Tertiary   
 7995a D OA 13 Debitage Tertiary   
7995b D OA 13 Debitage Tertiary   
9496 G 1F 6 Flake Tertiary   
9551a G -2E 4 Debitage Tertiary   
9551b G -2E 4 Debitage Tertiary   
9551c G -2E 4 Debitage Tertiary   
9551d G -2E 4 Debitage Tertiary   
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9551e G -2E 4 Debitage Tertiary   
9551f G -2E 4 Debitage Tertiary   
9551g G -2E 4 Debitage Tertiary   
FS# Op. Unit Lot Artifact Type 
(flake/core/debitage) 
Reduction 
sequence 
Retouch Tool 
9551h G -2E 4 Debitage Tertiary   
9347 G -1E 3 Core Multidirect   
10097a E 1A 20 Debitage Tertiary   
10097b E 1A 20 Debitage Tertiary   
10097c E 1A 20 Flake Tertiary   
9292a G -1D 3 Debitage Tertiary   
9292b G -1D 3 Flake Tertiary   
9292c G -1D 3 Debitage Tertiary   
9420 G -1C 4 Debitage Tertiary   
8288a D 1B 16 Debitage Tertiary   
8288b D 1B 16 Flake Tertiary   
8288c D 1B 16 Flake Tertiary Yes Yes 
8288d D 1B 16 Core Multidirect   
9350a G 1D 5 Flake    
9350b G 1D 5 Debitage Tertiary   
9168a G 2F 3 Flake Tertiary   
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9168b G 2F 3 Flake Tertiary   
9168c G 2F 3 Debitage Tertiary   
9168d G 2F 3 Core Multidirect   
FS# Op. Unit Lot Artifact Type 
(flake/core/debitage) 
Reduction 
sequence 
Retouch Tool 
9060a G 1D 4 Debitage Tertiary   
9060b G 1D 4 Flake Tertiary   
9060c G 1D 4 Debitage Tertiary   
9060d G 1D 4 Flake Tertiary   
9060e G 1D 4 Flake Tertiary   
9060f G 1D 4 Flake Tertiary   
9060g G 1D 4 Flake Tertiary   
8244a D 1B 14 Debitage Tertiary   
8244b D 1B 14 Debitage Tertiary   
8244c D 1B 14 Flake Tertiary   
8244d D 1B 14 Debitage Secondary   
9208 G 1F 5 Debitage Tertiary   
9395a G 1C 5 Debitage Tertiary   
9395b G 1C 5 Debitage Tertiary   
9395c G 1C 5 Flake Tertiary   
9212 G -1C 3 Flake Tertiary  Yes 
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9427a G -1E 4 Debitage Tertiary   
9427b G -1E 4 Flake Tertiary   
9427c G -1E 4 Debitage Tertiary   
FS# Op. Unit Lot Artifact Type 
(flake/core/debitage) 
Reduction 
sequence 
Retouch Tool 
9427d G -1E 4 Debitage Tertiary   
9427e G -1E 4 Debitage Tertiary   
9427f G -1E 4 Debitage Tertiary   
9427g G -1E 4 Flake Tertiary   
9427h G -1E 4 Flake Tertiary   
9427i G -1E 4 Flake Primary   
9427j G -1E 4 Debitage Tertiary   
9280 G OB 4 Flake Tertiary   
9182a H OA 6 Debitage Tertiary   
9182b H OA 6 Debitage Tertiary   
9713 H -1Z 17 Flake Tertiary   
7660a C 2G 3 Debitage Tertiary   
7660b C 2G 3 Debitage Tertiary   
7660c C 2G 3 Debitage Tertiary   
7660d C 2G 3 Flake Tertiary   
7660e C 2G 3 Flake Tertiary  Yes 
141 
 
9660a H -1Z 11 Debitage Tertiary   
9660b H -1Z 11 Flake Tertiary   
7320a B 2E 1 Flake Tertiary   
FS# Op. Unit Lot Artifact Type 
(flake/core/debitage) 
Reduction 
sequence 
Retouch Tool 
7320b B 2E 1 Blade Third stage  Yes 
9538 H OA 17 Debitage Tertiary   
9648 H -1Z 10 Debitage Tertiary   
8844a C 3C 5 Flake Tertiary  Yes 
8844b C 3C 5 Debitage Tertiary   
8845c C 3C 5 Flake Tertiary   
9360a H OA 14 Debitage Tertiary   
9360b H OA 14 Debitage Tertiary   
9360c H OA 14 Debitage Tertiary   
9366a H OA 15 Core Multidirect   
9366b H OA 15 Debitage Tertiary   
9554 H OA 18 Debitage Tertiary   
9276a H OA 11 Flake Tertiary   
9276b H OA 11 Flake Tertiary   
9276c H OA 11 Debitage Tertiary   
9321a H OA 12 Debitage Tertiary   
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9321b H OA 12 Debitage Tertiary   
9321c H OA 12 Debitage Tertiary   
9321d H OA 12 Debitage Tertiary   
FS# Op. Unit Lot Artifact Type 
(flake/core/debitage) 
Reduction 
sequence 
Retouch Tool 
9321e H OA 12 Flake Tertiary   
9321f H OA 12 Debitage Tertiary   
9321g H OA 12 Debitage Tertiary   
9321h H OA 12 Flake Tertiary   
9321i H OA 12 Flake Tertiary   
9321j H OA 12 Debitage Tertiary   
9321k H OA 12 Flake Tertiary   
9321l H OA 12 Scraper, Core? Tertiary  ? 
7740a A OV 8 Blade Third stage  Yes 
7740b A OV 8 Debitage Tertiary   
9124a E 1B 7 Flake Tertiary   
9124b E 1B 7 Debitage Tertiary  Poss. 
9124c E 1B 7 Flake Tertiary  Poss. 
9124d E 1B 7 Flake Tertiary  Poss. 
9761 E 1D 6 Debitage Tertiary   
9100 E OA 6 Debitage Tertiary   
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10156 B 1J 10 Core Multidirect   
8890a E OB 6 Flake Tertiary   
8890b E OB 6 Debitage Tertiary   
FS# Op. Unit Lot Artifact Type 
(flake/core/debitage) 
Reduction 
sequence 
Retouch Tool 
8890c E OB 6 Debitage Tertiary   
8890d E OB 6 Debitage Tertiary   
8890e E OB 6 Debitage Tertiary   
7963a A -1P 5 Debitage Tertiary   
7963b A -1P 5 Flake Tertiary   
7963c A -1P 5 Debitage Tertiary   
7963d A -1P 5 Debitage Tertiary   
7963e A -1P 5 Debitage Tertiary   
7963f A -1P 5 Flake Tertiary   
  A -1P 5 Debitage Tertiary   
7963h A -1P 5 Flake Tertiary   
7963i A -1P 5 Drill   Yes 
7971a A OM 17 Debitage Tertiary   
7971b A OM 17 Flake Tertiary   
9834a E -5B 6 Flake Tertiary   
9834b E -5B 6 Flake Tertiary   
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9834c E -5B 6 Debitage Tertiary   
9501 E 1Z 6 Flake Tertiary   
9589 E 1C 10 Debitage Tertiary   
FS# Op. Unit Lot Artifact Type 
(flake/core/debitage) 
Reduction 
sequence 
Retouch Tool 
8393a E 1A 15 Debitage Tertiary   
8393b E 1A 15 Flake Tertiary   
10095a E 1A 21 Debitage Tertiary   
10095b E 1A 21 Flake Tertiary   
10095c E 1A 21 Flake Tertiary  Poss. 
9687a E 2B 8 Debitage Tertiary   
9687b E 2B 8 Flake Tertiary   
9687c E 2B 8 Flake Tertiary   
9253a A -1R 8 Debitage Tertiary   
9253b A -1R 8 Flake Tertiary  Poss. 
9186a E OA 8 Flake Tertiary   
9186b E OA 8 Flake Tertiary   
9186c E OA 8 Flake Tertiary   
10123a B OY 8 Debitage Tertiary   
10123b B OY 8 Debitage Tertiary   
10123c B OY 8 Flake Tertiary   
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9635 H -1Z 7 Debitage Tertiary   
10148a B 1J 15 Flake Tertiary   
10148b B 1J 15 Flake Tertiary   
FS# Op. Unit Lot Artifact Type 
(flake/core/debitage) 
Reduction 
sequence 
Retouch Tool 
10140 B 1J 15 Flake Tertiary   
9529 E 1C 9 Debitage Tertiary   
9515 E 1C 7 Debitage Tertiary   
9506 E 1C 6 Core Multidirect   
8308a E 1A 12 Debitage Tertiary   
8308b E 1A 12 Debitage Tertiary   
8308c E 1A 12 Debitage Tertiary   
8308d E 1A 12 Debitage Tertiary   
8308e E 1A 12 Flake Tertiary   
9547 A 1P Burial 6 Flake Tertiary   
9756 B 1Z Burial 109.3 Debitage Tertiary   
10251a E 1A 6 Flake Tertiary   
10251b E 1A 6 Debitage Tertiary   
10251c E 1A 6 Flake Tertiary   
8281a E 1A 9 Debitage Tertiary   
8281b E 1A 9 Flake Tertiary   
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8281c E 1A 9 Flake Tertiary   
8281d E 1A 9 Debitage Tertiary   
8949 E OB 9 Debitage Tertiary   
FS# Op. Unit Lot Artifact Type 
(flake/core/debitage) 
Reduction 
sequence 
Retouch Tool 
8900a E OB 7 Debitage Tertiary   
8900b E OB 7 Flake Tertiary   
8305a E 1D 11 Debitage Tertiary   
8305b E 1D 11 Debitage Tertiary   
8305c E 1D 11 Flake Tertiary   
8305d E 1D 11 Flake Tertiary   
8305e E 1D 11 Debitage Tertiary   
8305f E 1D 11 Flake Tertiary   
10152a B 1J 9 Flake Tertiary   
10152b B 1J 9 Debitage Tertiary   
9664a E 2B 7 Flake Tertiary   
9664b E 2B 7 Debitage Tertiary   
9664c E 2B 7 Debitage Tertiary   
9664d E 2B 7 Debitage Tertiary   
9664e E 2B 7 Flake Tertiary   
9664f E 2B 7 Debitage Tertiary   
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9664g E 2B 7 Flake Tertiary   
9664h E 2B 7 Debitage Tertiary   
9664i E 2B 7 Flake Tertiary   
FS# Op. Unit Lot Artifact Type 
(flake/core/debitage) 
Reduction 
sequence 
Retouch Tool 
9506a E 1C 6 Debitage Tertiary   
9506b E 1C 6 Debitage Tertiary   
9506c E 1C 6 Debitage Tertiary   
9585 E 1Z 10 Core Multidirect   
9074a A -1R 1 Flake Tertiary   
9074b A -1R 1 Core Multidirect   
9652a E 2B 6 Flake Tertiary   
9652b E 2B 6 Flake Tertiary   
9652c E 2B 6 Flake Tertiary   
10033a B 1H 10 Flake Tertiary   
10033b B 1H 10 Flake Tertiary   
10045 B 1H 11 Flake Tertiary   
9727a E 2B 10 Flake Tertiary   
9727b E 2B 10 Debitage Tertiary   
10137a B 2A, 3A, 3B Burial LCO9-
1 
Flake Tertiary   
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10137b B 2A, 3A, 3B Burial LCO9-
2 
Flake Tertiary   
9026 E 1B 13 Debitage Tertiary   
9190a E OA 9 Flake Tertiary   
FS# Op. Unit Lot Artifact Type 
(flake/core/debitage) 
Reduction 
sequence 
Retouch Tool 
9190b E OA 9 Flake Tertiary   
9190c E OA 9 Blade Tertiary  Yes 
10039a B OY 3 Debitage Tertiary   
10039b B OY 3 Debitage Tertiary   
10039c B OY 3 Flake Tertiary   
10039d B OY 3 Debitage Tertiary   
10039e B OY 3 Debitage Tertiary   
10039f B OY 3 Debitage Tertiary   
10039g B OY 3 Debitage Tertiary   
10039h B OY 3 Debitage Tertiary   
10039i B OY 3 Core Multidirect   
10039j B OY 3 Debitage Tertiary   
10056 B 1H 12 Flake Tertiary   
7873 A OI 19 Flake Tertiary   
9519a E 1Z 8 Debitage Tertiary   
9519b E 1Z 8 Flake Tertiary   
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9519c E 1Z 8 Debitage Tertiary   
9519d E 1Z 8 Flake Tertiary Yes  
10152 B 1J 9 Debitage Tertiary   
FS# Op. Unit Lot Artifact Type 
(flake/core/debitage) 
Reduction 
sequence 
Retouch Tool 
10117 B OY 7 Flake Tertiary   
7467a A OE 30 Debitage Tertiary   
7467b A OE 30 Flake Tertiary  Poss. 
8256a E IA 8 Flake Tertiary   
8256b E IA 8 Debitage Tertiary   
8365a E IA 14 Debitage Tertiary   
8365b E IA 14 Debitage Tertiary   
8365c E IA 14 Flake Tertiary   
8365d E IA 14 Core Multidirect   
8365e E IA 14 Debitage Tertiary   
8365f E IA 14 Debitage Tertiary   
8365g E IA 14 Biface Tertiary  Yes 
8940a E OB 8 Debitage Tertiary   
8940b E OB 8 Debitage Tertiary   
8940c E OB 8 Drill Tertiary  Yes 
9723 B 1Z 9 Debitage Tertiary   
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10024a B 1H 9 Flake Tertiary   
10024b B 1H 9 Debitage Tertiary   
9153a E OA 7 Flake Tertiary   
FS# Op. Unit Lot Artifact Type 
(flake/core/debitage) 
Reduction 
sequence 
Retouch Tool 
9153b E OA 7 Debitage Tertiary   
10103a LCO9B OY 6 Flake Tertiary   
10103b LCO9B OY 6 Debitage Tertiary   
10103c LCO9B OY 6 Core Tertiary   
10103d LCO9B OY 6 Debitage Tertiary   
10103e LCO9B OY 6 Debitage Tertiary   
10103f LCO9B OY 6 Debitage Tertiary  Poss. 
10103g LCO9B OY 6 Drill Tertiary  Yes 
9988a LCO9B 1Y 6 Flake Tertiary   
9988b LCO9B 1Y 6 Flake Tertiary   
9988c LCO9B 1Y 6 Flake Tertiary   
9988d LCO9B 1Y 6 Drill Tertiary  Yes 
10054a LCO9B OY 4 Debitage Tertiary   
10054b LCO9B OY 4 Debitage Tertiary   
10054c LCO9B OY 4 Debitage Tertiary   
10054d LCO9B OY 4 Debitage Tertiary   
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10054e LCO9B OY 4 Debitage Tertiary   
10054f LCO9B OY 4 Drill Tertiary  Yes 
10075a LCO9B OY 5 Debitage Tertiary   
FS# Op. Unit Lot Artifact Type 
(flake/core/debitage) 
Reduction 
sequence 
Retouch Tool 
10075b LCO9B OY 5 Drill Tertiary  Yes 
10075c LCO9B OY 5 Drill Tertiary  Yes 
8383a C 3Z 4 Debitage Tertiary   
8383b C 3Z 4 Debitage Tertiary   
8414a C 3C 4 Debitage Tertiary   
8414b C 3C 4 Debitage Tertiary   
8414c C 3C 4 Debitage Tertiary   
8414d C 3C 4 Debitage Tertiary   
8414e C 3C 4 Debitage Tertiary   
8029a C 3A 4 Drill   Yes 
8029b C 3A 4 Flake Tertiary   
8029c C 3A 4 Flake Tertiary   
8029d C 3A 4 Core    
8424 C 3Z 6 Flake Tertiary   
7663a C 2A 4 Debitage Tertiary   
7663b C 2A 4 Core Multidirect   
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7950a C 1G 5 Debitage Tertiary   
7950b C 1G 5 Flake Tertiary   
7950c C 1G 5 Flake Tertiary   
FS# Op. Unit Lot Artifact Type 
(flake/core/debitage) 
Reduction 
sequence 
Retouch Tool 
7950d C 1G 5 Biface Tertiary  Yes 
7950e C 1G 5 Core Multidirect   
7950f C 1G 5 Flake Tertiary   
7705a C 2D 4 Flake Tertiary   
7705b C 2D 4 Debitage Tertiary   
7705c C 2D 4 Core Multidirect   
7675a C 2D 3 Flake Tertiary   
7675b C 2D 3 Debitage Tertiary   
7675c C 2D 3 Debitage Tertiary  Poss 
7675d C 2D 3 Flake Tertiary   
8127a C 3A 6 Debitage Tertiary   
8127b C 3A 6 Debitage Tertiary   
8127c C 3A 6 Flake Tertiary   
8285a C 3B 5 Flake Tertiary   
8285b C 3B 5 Debitage Tertiary   
8285c C 3B 5 Debitage Tertiary   
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8285d C 3B 5 Debitage Tertiary   
8285e C 3B 5 Debitage Tertiary   
8285f C 3B 5 Debitage Tertiary   
FS# Op. Unit Lot Artifact Type 
(flake/core/debitage) 
Reduction 
sequence 
Retouch Tool 
8285g C 3B 5 Debitage Tertiary   
8285h C 3B 5 Debitage Tertiary   
8285i C 3B 5 Flake Tertiary   
8285j C 3B 5 Biface Tertiary  Yes 
8303a C 3B 6 Debitage Tertiary   
8303b C 3B 6 Debitage Tertiary   
8303c C 3B 6 Flake Tertiary   
8303d C 3B 6 Flake Tertiary   
8303e C 3B 6 Debitage Tertiary   
8303f C 3B 6 Debitage Tertiary   
8303g C 3B 6 Debitage Tertiary   
8303h C 3B 6 Debitage Tertiary   
8303i C 3B 6 Flake Tertiary   
8303j C 3B 6 Debitage Tertiary   
8303k C 3B 6 Flake Tertiary   
7960a C 1G 6 Debitage Tertiary   
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7960b C 1G 6 Debitage Tertiary   
7960c C 1G 6 Flake Tertiary   
7960d C 1G 6 Debitage Tertiary   
FS# Op. Unit Lot Artifact Type 
(flake/core/debitage) 
Reduction 
sequence 
Retouch Tool 
7960e C 1G 6 Drill Tertiary   
7960f C 1G 6 Flake Tertiary   
7784a C 1A 3 Debitage Tertiary   
7784b C 1A 3 Debitage Tertiary  Yes? 
7784c C 1A 3 Flake Tertiary   
7784d C 1A 3 Flake Tertiary   
7784e C 1A 3 Flake Tertiary   
7784f C 1A 3 Debitage Tertiary   
7784g C 1A 3 Flake Tertiary   
9944a A -2R, '-1R Burial 7 Debitage Tertiary   
9944b A -2R, '-1R Burial 7 Flake Tertiary   
9944c A -2R, '-1R Burial 7 Flake Tertiary   
8410a C 3C 3 Debitage Tertiary   
8410b C 3C 3 Debitage Tertiary   
8410c C 3C 3 Debitage Tertiary   
8410d C 3C 3 Core    
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8410e C 3C 3 Flake Tertiary   
8410f C 3C 3 Flake Tertiary   
8410g C 3C 3 Debitage Tertiary   
FS# Op. Unit Lot Artifact Type 
(flake/core/debitage) 
Reduction 
sequence 
Retouch Tool 
8410h C 3C 3 Flake Tertiary   
8405a C 3Z 5 Debitage Tertiary   
8405b C 3Z 5 Debitage Tertiary   
8405d C 3Z 5 Debitage Tertiary   
8405e C 3Z 5 Debitage Tertiary   
8405f C 3Z 5 Debitage Tertiary   
8405g C 3Z 5 Flake Tertiary   
8249a C 3Z 5 Debitage Tertiary   
8249b C 3Z 5 Debitage Tertiary   
8249c C 3Z 5 Debitage Tertiary   
8249d C 3Z 5 Flake Tertiary   
8249e C 3Z 5 Flake Tertiary   
8249f C 3Z 5 Debitage Tertiary   
8071a C 2A 5 Debitage Tertiary   
8071b C 2A 5 Debitage Tertiary   
8071c C 2A 5 Flake Tertiary   
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8883a C 2B 5 Debitage Tertiary   
8883b C 2B 5 Debitage Tertiary   
8351a C 4Z 5 Debitage Tertiary   
FS# Op. Unit Lot Artifact Type 
(flake/core/debitage) 
Reduction 
sequence 
Retouch Tool 
8351b C 4Z 5 Debitage Tertiary   
8351c C 4Z 5 Debitage Tertiary   
8351d C 4Z 5 Debitage Tertiary   
8351e C 4Z 5 Debitage Tertiary   
8351f C 4Z 5 Debitage Tertiary   
8351g C 4Z 5 Flake Tertiary   
8351h C 4Z 5 Flake Tertiary   
7730 C 2A 5 Debitage Tertiary   
8024a C 4D 3 Debitage Tertiary   
8024b C 4D 3 Debitage Tertiary   
8024c C 4D 3 Debitage Tertiary   
8024d C 4D 3 Debitage Tertiary   
8024e C 4D 3 Flake Tertiary   
8372a C 4D 3 Debitage Tertiary   
8372b C 4D 3 Debitage Tertiary   
8372c C 4D 3 Debitage Tertiary   
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8372d C 4D 3 Flake Tertiary   
8329a C 4Z 3 Debitage Tertiary   
8329b C 4Z 3 Flake Tertiary   
FS# Op. Unit Lot Artifact Type 
(flake/core/debitage) 
Reduction 
sequence 
Retouch Tool 
8329c C 4Z 3 Flake Tertiary   
8266 C 3B 4 Flake Tertiary   
7933a C 2F 3 Debitage Tertiary   
7933b C 2F 3 Debitage Tertiary   
7933c C 2F 3 Flake Tertiary   
8174a C 4A 3 Flake Tertiary   
8174b C 4A 3 Debitage Tertiary   
8174c C 4A 3 Blade Third stage  Yes 
8212a C 4A 5 Debitage Tertiary   
8212b C 4A 5 Debitage Tertiary   
8212c C 4A 5 Flake Tertiary   
7845a C 1A 4 Debitage Tertiary   
7845b C 1A 4 Debitage Tertiary   
7845c C 1A 4 Flake Tertiary   
7845d C 1A 4 Flake Tertiary   
7845e C 1A 4 Debitage Tertiary   
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8047a C 1A 4 Flake Tertiary   
8047b C 1A 4 Debitage Tertiary   
8047c C 1A 4 Blade Third stage  Yes? 
FS# Op. Unit Lot Artifact Type 
(flake/core/debitage) 
Reduction 
sequence 
Retouch Tool 
8047d C 1A 4 Flake Tertiary   
8047e C 1A 4 Flake Tertiary   
8047f C 1A 4 Debitage Tertiary   
8047g C 1A 4 Debitage Tertiary   
7794 C 1G 4 Flake Tertiary   
8022a C 3A 3 Debitage Tertiary   
8022b C 3A 3 Debitage Tertiary   
8022c C 3A 3 Debitage Tertiary   
7638a C 2A 3 Debitage Tertiary   
7638b C 2A 3 Debitage Tertiary   
7638c C 2A 3 Debitage Tertiary   
7638d C 2A 3 Drill Tertiary  Yes? 
8852 C 2B 3 Debitage Tertiary   
8959a C 4A 6 Debitage Tertiary   
8959b C 4A 6 Debitage Tertiary   
9598 A 1P.00 B.6 Flake Tertiary   
159 
 
9936a A -2R 16 Flake Tertiary   
9936b A -2R 16 Core Secondary?   
8844 C 3C 5 Core Multidirect   
 
Table A.02: Next 10 columns of data sheet 
FS# Fragment 
Complete 
Broken 
Cutting 
Edge 
(mm) 
CE/M Count Material Color Length 
(mm) 
Width 
(mm) 
Thickness 
(mm) 
Weight 
(g) 
10098 Complete   1 Obsidian Black 6.89 5.09 1.38 0.06 
8116 Fragment 33 7.4 1 Chert Opaque, gray,  
dark brown  
25.08 25.83 7.93 4.47 
10227 Fragment   1 Obsidian Translucent, gray,  
black streaks 
14.03 1602 3.47 0.56 
8057 Fragment   1 Obsidian Black 12.1 18.8 4.21 0.78 
9386a Fragment   1 Obsidian Black 15.16 16.68 5.69 1.25 
9386b Broken   1 Obsidian Translucent, black 21 16.94 5.05 1.87 
9386c Broken   1 Obsidian Clear, gray 19.93 9.78 3.14 0.66 
9386d Broken   1 Obsidian Black, gray 14.73 7.99 2.73 0.21 
9386e Fragment   1 Obsidian Clear, gray 10.53 6.67 1.48 0.11 
9011a Broken   1 Obsidian Clear, black streak 35.51 27.61 10.38 8.67 
9011b Broken   1 Chert Brown, white 23.69 19.89 6.18 3 
9432a Fragment   1 Chert Gray, Brownish 15.06 17.27 10.95 3.84 
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9432b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 11.31 10.32 2.67 0.39 
9432c Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 11.19 10.42 3.99 0.42 
FS# Fragment 
Complete 
Broken 
Cutting 
Edge 
(mm) 
CE/M Count Material Color Length 
(mm) 
Width 
(mm) 
Thickness 
(mm) 
Weight 
(g) 
9138 Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 20.14 8.32 2.83 0.34 
9082a Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 10.32 10.69 3.84 0.28 
9082b Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, Clear 12.78 18.99 4.39 0.85 
9082c Fragment   1 Obsidian Clear, gray 12.1 11 2.46 0.28 
9082d     1 Obsidian gray, brown  21.29 13.59 7.17 2.13 
9082e Fragment   1 Obsidian Black 13.7 18.16 3.41 0.96 
8992a Broken   2 Chert Opaque, white,  
gray 
19.74 13.59 3.93 1.17 
8992b Fragment   1 Obsidian Black, gray 23.25 17.94 5.48 2.03 
8992c Broken   1 Obsidian Black, gray 15.33 13.69 3.66 0.7 
8992d Broken   1 Obsidian Black, gray 15.54 9.06 4.1 0.67 
8270a Broken   1 Chert Gray, brown black 18.37 17.68 12.68 5.21 
8270b Fragment   1 Obsidian Black, clear 9.9 15.5 2.91 0.32 
8270c Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, Translucent 18.13 6.68 7.45 0.66 
8270d Complete   1 Obsidian Gray, Translucent 10.67 20.8 3.37 0.54 
8270e Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, black, 
translucent 
16.93 4.92 2.41 0.17 
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8270f Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, Translucent 10.64 12.65 3.2 0.42 
FS# Fragment 
Complete 
Broken 
Cutting 
Edge 
(mm) 
CE/M Count Material Color Length 
(mm) 
Width 
(mm) 
Thickness 
(mm) 
Weight 
(g) 
8270g Fragment   1 Obsidian Opaque, gray, black 13.28 17.57 4.24 0.91 
8270h Broken   1 Chert Opaque, white,  
brownish 
13.43 8.5 7.85 0.66 
8270i Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, Translucent 11.22 4.46 3.72 0.2 
8270j Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, Translucent 10.39 9.22 3.73 0.29 
8270k Fragment   1 Obsidian gray streaks 23.47 11.68 3.99 0.97 
8270l Broken   1 Obsidian Black, gray 21.04 9.3 8.68 1.2 
9404 Exhausted 
scalar 
  1 Obsidian Black, translucent 14.98 11.67 7.23 1.23 
9398a Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, Translucent 21.21 29.84 4.17 2.16 
9398b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, Translucent 13.4 12.85 2.1 0.29 
9398c Broken   1 Obsidian gray streaks 14.16 19.58 4.51 1.37 
9398d Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, Translucent 7.44 12.85 2.38 0.22 
9398e Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, Translucent 15.97 10.82 7.04 0.94 
9398f Exhausted   1 Obsidian Gray, Translucent 19.12 12.03 6.12 1.13 
9398g Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, Translucent 22.62 16.54 3.94 1.35 
9398h Fragment 18 3.46 1 Obsidian Black, gray 15.69 9.29 4.17 0.52 
9398i Broken   1 Chert Opaque, brown,  
white 
21.15 23.98 9.48 5.01 
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9423 Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, Translucent 11.08 7.45 6.46 0.49 
FS# Fragment 
Complete 
Broken 
Cutting 
Edge 
(mm) 
CE/M Count Material Color Length 
(mm) 
Width 
(mm) 
Thickness 
(mm) 
Weight 
(g) 
9200a Broken   1 Obsidian Translucent,  
gray streaks 
15.53 8.84 2.86 0.34 
9200b Fragment   1 Obsidian Translucent 7.69 12.28 2.59 0.19 
9200c Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, black streak 11.91 10.44 4.02 0.42 
9200d Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, black 15.62 13.26 7.73 1.55 
9200e    1 Obsidian Gray, black 17.46 26.77 6.98 2.01 
9540a Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, black 15.31 7.07 3.18 0.29 
9540b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, black 16.01 15.1 3.45 0.79 
9540c Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, Translucent 9.51 11.81 2.36 0.27 
9540d Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray 16.49 18.7 7.21 2.36 
9540e Broken   1 Chert Opaque, white 12.57 12.35 6.18 1.09 
9010a Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, black 17.95 18.21 5.9 1.37 
9010b Exhausted   1 Obsidian Gray, Translucent 17.52 17.31 4.51 1.25 
9010c    1 Quartzite White, with dirt 34.18 23.52 18.69 15.31 
9044 Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, black streak 18.55 19.91 8.87 2.74 
9233a Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, black streak 18.42 17.42 5.98 2.01 
9233b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, black streak 13.6 9.79 3.55 0.32 
9233c Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, with black 15.57 28.04 3.49 1.2 
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9233d Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 13.38 11.06 2.65 0.41 
FS# Fragment 
Complete 
Broken 
Cutting 
Edge 
(mm) 
CE/M Count Material Color Length 
(mm) 
Width 
(mm) 
Thickness 
(mm) 
Weight 
(g) 
9294a Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray streaks 17.77 19.8 7.65 2.66 
9294b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 15.3 28.39 5.43 1.83 
9294c Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 15.15 11.71 3.93 0.6 
9294d Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 12.26 8.3 6.58 0.66 
9294e Broken   1 Obsidian Clear 7.38 5.16 1.84 0.06 
9294f Broken   1 Obsidian Clear 11.56 5.34 2.42 0.15 
9294g Broken   1 Obsidian Clear 8.16 4.14 2.2 0.06 
9294h Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, Opaque 6.44 5.14 3.25 0.09 
9294i Broken   1 Obsidian Gray streaks 3.06 4.95 3.74 0.07 
9294j Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 4.98 2.52 3.13 <.01 
9294k Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 7.68 3.8 1.7 0.03 
9294l Broken   1 Obsidian Gray 2.71 4.11 1.63 <.01 
9294m Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 8.88 11.65 1.5 0.26 
9294n Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 12.95 11.15 3.15 0.32 
9294o    1 Obsidian Gray, black 36.53 22.64 10.43 5.79 
8082 Complete   1 Obsidian Gray, Opaque 20.54 8.73 3.93 0.4 
8317 Broken   1 Obsidian Black, gray streaks 14.07 13.85 5.69 0.72 
9114 Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 19.66 14.35 5.32 1.11 
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9278a Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 8.12 5.9 2.42 0.13 
FS# Fragment 
Complete 
Broken 
Cutting 
Edge 
(mm) 
CE/M Count Material Color Length 
(mm) 
Width 
(mm) 
Thickness 
(mm) 
Weight 
(g) 
9278b Complete 10.06 7.5 1 Obsidian Gray streaks 17.1 22.42 4.33 1.33 
9278c Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 8 6.98 2.18 0.12 
9278d Complete   1 Obsidian Gray streaks 8.85 12.63 3.04 0.33 
9278e Broken   1 Basalt Green 33.69 52.51 14.36 29.35 
9278f Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 28.3 13.14 9.17 2.53 
9579a Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, translucent 14.55 8.99 5.72 0.84 
9579b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 12.68 10.12 2.49 0.23 
9855a Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 12.41 13.91 4.18 0.48 
9855b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, Translucent 12.18 15.14 3.25 0.44 
9855c Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, Opaque 17.84 24.57 7.06 2.31 
9532 Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, Opaque 12.22 8.15 3.61 0.31 
9389a Broken   1 Obsidian Gray 12.37 11.88 2.73 0.28 
9389b Fragment 45.69 1.56 2 Chert Black, gray 45.69 8.64 6.34 2.92 
9389c Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, black 21.43 16.17 8.6 2.9 
9389d Fragment   1 Obsidian Black, gray 30.62 20.95 4.74 2.11 
9389e Fragment   1 Quartzite White, Opaque 29.68 17.67 6.79 3.41 
8300 Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, Translucent 8.9 8.33 2.18 0.12 
9092a Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, Translucent 7.2 7.28 1.69 0.06 
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9092b Broken   1 Obsidian Black 9.07 8.21 7.97 0.96 
FS# Fragment 
Complete 
Broken 
Cutting 
Edge 
(mm) 
CE/M Count Material Color Length 
(mm) 
Width 
(mm) 
Thickness 
(mm) 
Weight 
(g) 
9092c Broken   1 Obsidian Translucent, gray  
streaks 
28.94 12.99 7.36 2.87 
9092d Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 15.92 10.32 7.97 1.13 
9337a Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, black streak 22.27 13.4 2.78 1.22 
9337b Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 17.13 11.71 7.07 1.34 
9337c Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, black streak 24.32 18.62 8.5 3.02 
9343a Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 11.84 5.44 3.34 0.26 
9343b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 11.04 9.35 2.96 0.22 
9343c Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 23.53 22.11 7.12 2.83 
9343d Broken   1 Obsidian Clear, gray streaks 24.63 12.51 8.82 2.33 
9343e Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 24.13 10.18 3.65 0.76 
8097a Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 9.01 7.65 3.73 0.29 
8097b Broken   1 Obsidian Clear, black streak 14.68 10.37 4.57 0.63 
8097c Broken   1 Obsidian Opaque, gray 12.28 10.8 4.59 0.53 
8097d Broken   1 Obsidian Clear, gray streaks 11.55 8.92 2.98 0.26 
8097e Broken   1 Obsidian Gray 9.59 8.55 2.29 0.14 
9247a Fragment   1 Obsidian Clear, gray 16.31 19.68 3.39 0.8 
9247b Fragment   1 Obsidian Clear, gray 17.37 12.21 2.64 0.52 
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FS# Fragment 
Complete 
Broken 
Cutting 
Edge 
(mm) 
CE/M Count Material Color Length 
(mm) 
Width 
(mm) 
Thickness 
(mm) 
Weight 
(g) 
9153 Broken   1 Obsidian Gray 18.58 11.31 5.91 1.14 
9455a Complete   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 24.43 20.06 4.41 2.22 
9455b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray 15.13 14.35 4 0.71 
9003a Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, Translucent 32.88 19.9 5.69 2.62 
9003b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 16.08 19.29 7.14 1.93 
9003c Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, Translucent 15.22 12.51 6.21 1.14 
8358 Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray 8.64 8.61 3.28 0.19 
8219a Broken   1 Obsidian Black 7 7.13 2.1 0.1 
8219b Broken   1 Obsidian Black 5.77 1.41 1.6 <.01 
8219c Broken   1 Obsidian Black, translucent 13.47 8.45 2.57 0.23 
8219d Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 18.58 10.96 3.71 0.51 
8219e Fragment   1 Obsidian Black, gray 10.91 8.75 2.82 0.25 
8219f Broken   1 Quartzite White, Opaque 18.82 9.12 5.32 0.75 
8219g Fragment   1 Chalcedon Gray, white,  
opaque, tan 
20.51 7.18 5.46 0.79 
9057a Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 22.93 14.51 6.43 1.05 
9057b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 12.09 12.32 7.1 0.86 
9057c Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 23.2 14.92 4.6 1.11 
9057d Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 19.92 16.61 7.64 2.01 
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FS# Fragment 
Complete 
Broken 
Cutting 
Edge 
(mm) 
CE/M Count Material Color Length 
(mm) 
Width 
(mm) 
Thickness 
(mm) 
Weight 
(g) 
9057e Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, Translucent 14.08 19.86 2.9 0.67 
9057f Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, black streak 19.47 16.07 5.76 1.16 
9057g Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 20.11 14.18 3.88 1 
9057h Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 17.36 28.81 7.71 3.05 
9057i Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, Translucent 13.68 18.98 4.1 1.07 
9057j Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, Translucent 9.82 14.74 5.48 0.62 
9135a Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 13.86 4.2 2.6 0.1 
9135b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, black 13.96 7.27 3.87 0.26 
9135c Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 6.9 7.08 1.18 <.01 
9135d Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, Translucent 10.1 7.26 1.92 0.14 
9135e Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, Translucent 11.48 10.09 3.37 0.28 
9135f Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 15.69 16.03 4.85 1 
9135g Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 13.6 10.85 4.28 0.43 
9135h Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, colored  
luster 
9.5 9.23 4.49 0.4 
9135i Broken   1 Obsidian Black 10.63 8.67 5.95 0.42 
9135j Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, black 9.99 8.43 1.96 0.15 
9135k Broken   1 Obsidian Black  17.69 9.78 7.64 1.19 
9135l Fragment   1 Obsidian Black 18.33 9.82 7.5 1.35 
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FS# Fragment 
Complete 
Broken 
Cutting 
Edge 
(mm) 
CE/M Count Material Color Length 
(mm) 
Width 
(mm) 
Thickness 
(mm) 
Weight 
(g) 
8082a Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, Opaque 9.62 8.29 2.2 0.18 
8082b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 11.57 23.37 5.21 1.02 
8082c Fragment   1 Basalt Gray 12.65 21.57 3.69 1.09 
8082d Broken   1 Chalcedon White, gray 21.63 15.68 7.35 2.22 
9577 Broken   1 Obsidian Gray 16.75 11.91 8.38 1.12 
 7995a Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 12.26 7.68 2.18 0.16 
7995b Broken   1 Obsidian Clear, gray 9.39 6.95 4.21 0.18 
9496 Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray 9.15 10.98 3.1 0.17 
9551a Broken   1 Obsidian Clear, gray 11.56 4.37 2.71 0.15 
9551b Broken   1 Obsidian Clear, gray 10.28 5.01 4.11 0.14 
9551c Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 12.78 7.29 5.19 0.42 
9551d Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, Translucent 14.56 9.83 5.39 0.6 
9551e Broken   1 Obsidian Gray 14 11.69 4.1 0.49 
9551f Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 12.06 12.65 4.01 0.45 
9551g Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 10.88 14.5 3.17 0.43 
9551h Broken   1 Obsidian Clear, gray 15.35 11.52 4.63 0.78 
9347 Exhausted   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 44.86 15.74 11.34 6.65 
10097a Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 16.95 11.36 4.02 0.48 
10097b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 14.97 9.1 3.84 0.46 
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FS# Fragment 
Complete 
Broken 
Cutting 
Edge 
(mm) 
CE/M Count Material Color Length 
(mm) 
Width 
(mm) 
Thickness 
(mm) 
Weight 
(g) 
10097c Fragment   1 Obsidian Black 12.23 13.71 2.84 0.37 
9292a Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 11.19 11.44 2.82 0.37 
9292b Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, black streak 24.55 14.44 5.09 1.39 
9292c Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 27.09 17.4 3.66 1.57 
9420 Broken   1 Obsidian Gray 21.44 11.37 3.92 0.7 
8288a Broken   1 Obsidian Black 15.31 6.17 3.85 0.25 
8288b Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 24.79 11.52 3.11 0.69 
8288c Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, Opaque 25.15 10.32 5.02 1.07 
8288d Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 10.39 11.1 5.31 0.63 
9350a Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, Opaque 17.87 18.57 7.4 2.34 
9350b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 19.17 9.68 5.01 0.52 
9168a Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 12.11 16.12 2.58 0.42 
9168b Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 11.89 16.01 2.21 0.34 
9168c Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 11.34 26.39 3.23 0.87 
9168d Exhausted   1 Obsidian Black 13.12 11.53 6.99 1.13 
9060a Broken   1 Obsidian Black, gray 19.31 7.19 5.64 0.66 
9060b Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 11.42 15.08 2.38 0.34 
9060c Broken   1 Obsidian Gray 15.38 12.98 4.28 0.52 
9060d Complete 19 86.3 1 Obsidian Gray, clear 7.69 12.44 2.77 0.22 
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FS# Fragment 
Complete 
Broken 
Cutting 
Edge 
(mm) 
CE/M Count Material Color Length 
(mm) 
Width 
(mm) 
Thickness 
(mm) 
Weight 
(g) 
9060e Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 11.6 8.23 3.2 0.19 
9060f Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, white,  
opaque, tan 
13.92 23.5 5.62 1.31 
9060g Fragment   1 Obsidian Black, gray 18.21 15.84 6.23 1.58 
8244a Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, Opaque 8.51 5.05 2.04 0.14 
8244b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, Opaque 12.67 4.9 3.03 0.17 
8244c Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, Opaque 11.59 22.17 4.49 0.8 
8244d Broken   1 Quartzite White, gray 37.83 30.41 16.91 25.19 
9208 Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 19.48 10.95 4.88 0.68 
9395a Broken   1 Obsidian Clear, gray streak 15.44 11.06 3.07 0.46 
9395b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 9.04 10.42 4.44 0.31 
9395c Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 19.84 42.81 8.01 6.86 
9212 Complete 33 3.6 1 Obsidian Black 30.8 52.25 9.81 9.16 
9427a Broken   1 Obsidian Gray 5.76 5.12 0.63 0.03 
9427b Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray 10.47 10.35 2.85 0.26 
9427c Broken   1 Obsidian Black 11.04 7.49 2.94 0.21 
9427d Broken   1 Obsidian Black 12.2 10.17 4.62 0.48 
9427e Broken   1 Obsidian Black 17.22 12.69 7.98 1.37 
9427f Broken   1 Obsidian Black, gray 18.37 14.66 6.14 1.4 
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FS# Fragment 
Complete 
Broken 
Cutting 
Edge 
(mm) 
CE/M Count Material Color Length 
(mm) 
Width 
(mm) 
Thickness 
(mm) 
Weight 
(g) 
9427g Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, Opaque 17.51 18.43 2.53 0.6 
9427h Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, black 24.08 20.75 10.39 3 
9427i Fragment   1 Basalt Gray 12.03 16.12 2.24 0.6 
9427j Broken   2 Chert White, gray 25.2 16.55 8.08 2.76 
9280 Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 28.5 27.78 5.91 3.31 
9182a Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 12.7 8.1 3.48 0.29 
9182b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray 26.37 11.86 5.14 1.39 
9713 Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, Translucent 18.28 12.53 4.97 0.84 
7660a Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 6.31 8.54 1.57 0.05 
7660b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray 7.71 10.8 1.55 0.12 
7660c Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 23.93 20.87 6.04 1.85 
7660d Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, Opaque 16.25 27.64 5.23 1.37 
7660e Complete 63.4 7.6 1 Obsidian Gray and  
black banded 
31.16 34.92 10.48 8.34 
9660a Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 15.8 8.88 2.96 0.35 
9660b Complete   1 Obsidian Gray, black streak 15.17 20.17 3.56 1.15 
7320a Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 15.28 8.74 1.7 0.18 
7320b Fragment 47.52 76.6 1 Obsidian Clear, gray 23.76 7.48 3.23 0.62 
9538 Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 14.06 17.49 6.05 1.17 
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FS# Fragment 
Complete 
Broken 
Cutting 
Edge 
(mm) 
CE/M Count Material Color Length 
(mm) 
Width 
(mm) 
Thickness 
(mm) 
Weight 
(g) 
9648 Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 11.5 15.05 12.23 1.14 
8844a Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 19.29 33.52 9.42 4.61 
8844b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 16.64 9.87 3.45 0.61 
8845c Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 6.76 12.13 3.31 0.24 
9360a Broken   1 Obsidian Gray 15.41 13.48 4.44 0.77 
9360b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray streaks 14.82 15.86 4.01 0.96 
9360c Broken   1 Obsidian Gray 14.36 17.68 3.52 1.04 
9366a Exhausted   1 Obsidian Gray 15 11.57 2.92 0.45 
9366b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 15.76 20.44 4.73 1.1 
9554 Broken   1 Obsidian Gray 15.26 11.78 7.95 1.08 
9276a Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 17.52 24.63 5.83 1.93 
9276b Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 23.52 18.52 3.67 1.16 
9276c Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 19.04 10.81 6.9 1.04 
9321a Broken   1 Obsidian Gray 5.77 6.06 2.63 0.12 
9321b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray 14 6.52 4.56 0.39 
9321c Broken   1 Obsidian Gray 15.63 7.59 3.84 0.5 
9321d Broken   1 Obsidian Gray 12.72 22.47 5.02 1.35 
9321e Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, Translucent 13.62 11.29 3.4 0.47 
9321f Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, Translucent 21.26 7.43 7.11 0.82 
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FS# Fragment 
Complete 
Broken 
Cutting 
Edge 
(mm) 
CE/M Count Material Color Length 
(mm) 
Width 
(mm) 
Thickness 
(mm) 
Weight 
(g) 
9321g Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, Translucent 15.62 13.09 6.12 0.94 
9321h Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, Translucent 26.36 13.86 4.08 1.4 
9321i Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 8.26 7.62 1.57 0.13 
9321j Broken   1 Obsidian Gray 19.37 16.82 6.98 2.49 
9321k Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, black 19.86 21.58 13.17 4.77 
9321l Complete   1 Chert Gray 39.46 37.68 16.13 23.58 
7740a Fragment 32.15 71.4 1 Obsidian Gray, dark 16.12 9.15 2.91 0.45 
7740b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 30.45 13.78 6.65 2.74 
9124a Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 11.73 10.14 3.36 0.25 
9124b Broken   1 Obsidian Black 14.79 16.64 5.36 0.87 
9124c Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 19.69 9.78 4.2 0.64 
9124d Fragment   1 Obsidian Black 27.53 14.26 4.46 1.57 
9761 Broken   1 Obsidian Gray streaks 24.13 23.57 7.64 3.74 
9100 Broken   1 Obsidian Gray 17.89 12.23 7.84 1.45 
10156 Exhausted   1 Obsidian Gray 13.68 11.49 7.47 0.99 
8890a Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray 6.99 9.99 2.1 0.2 
8890b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, Opaque 13.6 12.01 2.85 0.31 
8890c Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 18.25 13.61 5.56 1.09 
8890d Broken   1 Obsidian Gray 28.56 15.96 6.64 1.45 
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FS# Fragment 
Complete 
Broken 
Cutting 
Edge 
(mm) 
CE/M Count Material Color Length 
(mm) 
Width 
(mm) 
Thickness 
(mm) 
Weight 
(g) 
8890e Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 22.33 29.95 7.6 3.82 
7963a Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 8.97 6.15 2.27 0.08 
7963b Fragment   1 Obsidian Black 7.67 12.39 1.87 0.08 
7963c Broken   1 Obsidian Black 14.65 11.55 4.93 0.77 
7963d Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 8.57 2.59 3.08 0.08 
7963e Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 10.68 9.77 3.65 0.46 
7963f Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, black streak 20.49 23.14 3.66 1.51 
  Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, black 7.27 6.38 4.27 0.19 
7963h Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 7.68 11.48 2.98 0.22 
7963i Complete   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 18.55 5.81 7.92 0.72 
7971a Broken   1 Obsidian Black 11.37 7.32 4.02 0.4 
7971b Complete   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 20.71 15.78 3.65 1.04 
9834a Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray 8.56 17.89 3.83 0.5 
9834b Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 10.03 17.82 1.6 0.27 
9834c Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 18.41 12.34 3.48 0.69 
9501 Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, Translucent 17.26 31.36 5.41 2.18 
9589 Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 11.75 13.14 3.84 0.38 
8393a Broken   1 Obsidian Black, gray 13.74 12.38 2.22 0.24 
8393b Fragment   1 Obsidian Black 10.28 18.15 3.7 0.64 
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FS# Fragment 
Complete 
Broken 
Cutting 
Edge 
(mm) 
CE/M Count Material Color Length 
(mm) 
Width 
(mm) 
Thickness 
(mm) 
Weight 
(g) 
10095b Broken   1 Obsidian Black, gray 13.31 14.11 6.65 0.63 
10095c Complete   1 Obsidian Gray 39.57 26.8 6.88 5 
9687a Broken   1 Obsidian Gray 13.99 11.99 5.57 0.72 
9687b Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 15.27 15.41 2.47 0.6 
9687c Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 10.53 18.72 3.86 0.51 
9253a Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 8.95 10.81 3.03 0.3 
9253b Complete   1 Obsidian Gray, black streak 30.4 52.95 7.21 7.83 
9186a Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, light 10.65 13.49 1.95 0.23 
9186b Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray 16.79 17.66 5.9 1.23 
9186c Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 17.16 17.26 6.42 1.36 
10123a Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 11.28 12.58 2.9 0.38 
10123b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 10.45 6.99 3.95 0.25 
10123c Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 17.45 8.15 3.17 0.25 
9635 Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 14.07 23.22 7.03 1.61 
10148a Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 7.39 11.46 2.29 0.2 
10148b Complete   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 15.67 14.09 2.28 0.32 
10140 Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 19.24 13.39 5.53 1.23 
9529 Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, Opaque 21.43 22.88 5.56 2.1 
9515 Broken   1 Obsidian Gray 17.68 11.16 5.63 0.84 
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FS# Fragment 
Complete 
Broken 
Cutting 
Edge 
(mm) 
CE/M Count Material Color Length 
(mm) 
Width 
(mm) 
Thickness 
(mm) 
Weight 
(g) 
9506 Exhausted   1 Obsidian Black, gray 15.39 10.97 6.59 1.2 
8308a Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 7.84 12.45 3.06 0.19 
8308b Broken   1 Obsidian Black 18.16 6.3 2.42 0.2 
8308c Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 21.68 17.16 8.81 2.12 
8308d Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, brown,  
patina 
16.8 7.86 7.91 1.05 
8308e Fragment   1 Basalt Gray, brown 15.27 8.7 2.04 0.4 
9547 Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 10.52 11.72 3.21 0.25 
9756 Broken   2 Basalt Gray 43.85 20.61 4.23 3.74 
10251a Complete   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 8.97 12.42 2.13 0.26 
10251b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray 15 9.68 4.5 0.49 
10251c Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 12.05 15.98 2.92 0.58 
8281a Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 7.31 19.18 5.85 0.43 
8281b Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, Translucent 10.22 12.99 2.61 0.26 
8281c Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 11.46 11.83 1.86 0.19 
8281d Broken   1 Obsidian Black 11.11 13.28 8.04 0.87 
8949 Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 9.74 16.51 4 0.55 
8900a Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, Opaque 19.71 13.93 4.96 1.07 
8900b Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, Opaque 8.69 12.66 2.54 0.26 
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FS# Fragment 
Complete 
Broken 
Cutting 
Edge 
(mm) 
CE/M Count Material Color Length 
(mm) 
Width 
(mm) 
Thickness 
(mm) 
Weight 
(g) 
8305a Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, Translucent 13.7 9.05 6.29 0.46 
8305b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, Translucent 13.87 11.09 5.32 0.74 
8305c Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray 15.92 9.53 3.17 0.4 
8305d Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, Translucent 10.04 10.14 2.29 0.18 
8305e Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, Translucent 16.67 13.21 5.21 0.91 
8305f Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray 17.36 38.23 7.04 3.74 
10152a Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray 16.53 10.27 4.58 0.64 
10152b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, Opaque 19.52 15.84 10.8 2.79 
9664a Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 10.41 19.12 4.06 0.53 
9664b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 1.69 8.56 2.28 0.17 
9664c Broken   1 Obsidian Black, gray 9.57 6.9 2.42 0.17 
9664d Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 11.14 10.19 1.31 0.13 
9664e Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, Opaque 17.53 11.04 4.04 0.48 
9664f Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, Opaque 16.92 7.49 2.71 0.31 
9664g Fragment   1 Obsidian Black, gray 7.84 16.11 1.88 0.2 
9664h Broken   1 Obsidian Black, gray 12.38 10.6 2.4 0.4 
9664i Complete   1 Obsidian Black, gray 11.21 19.07 3.55 0.63 
9506a Broken   1 Obsidian Black, gray 8.86 12.83 3.99 0.42 
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FS# Fragment 
Complete 
Broken 
Cutting 
Edge 
(mm) 
CE/M Count Material Color Length 
(mm) 
Width 
(mm) 
Thickness 
(mm) 
Weight 
(g) 
9506b Broken   1 Obsidian Black, gray 11.52 12.17 8.63 1.46 
9506c Broken   1 Obsidian Black, gray 17.1 11.81 6.84 1.03 
9585 Broken   1 Obsidian Black 18.2 9.63 7.04 1.07 
9074a Fragment   1 Obsidian Black, gray 7.26 7.67 2.28 0.12 
9074b Exhausted   1 Obsidian Black 14.57 11.78 8.36 1.51 
9652a Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 13.88 8.39 4.48 0.57 
9652b Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 14.9 17.04 3.03 0.71 
9652c Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 14.34 15.4 1.77 0.28 
10033a Fragment   2 Obsidian Gray, Translucent 18.22 29.7 3.39 1.75 
10033b Complete   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 22.88 16.16 4.1 1.17 
10045 Complete   1 Obsidian Gray, Translucent 18.4 14.44 6.22 1.4 
9727a Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, Translucent 21.32 16.74 4.67 1.68 
9727b Broken   1 Basalt Gray, brown 12.24 28.53 3.53 1.45 
10137a Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, streaks 13.36 13.75 2.76 0.42 
10137b Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 14.96 10.41 4.95 0.57 
9026 Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray 13.11 9.63 4.51 0.46 
9190a Fragment   1 Obsidian Clear, gray 11.77 11.62 3.42 0.44 
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FS# Fragment 
Complete 
Broken 
Cutting 
Edge 
(mm) 
CE/M Count Material Color Length 
(mm) 
Width 
(mm) 
Thickness 
(mm) 
Weight 
(g) 
9190b Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 24.4 11.07 7.11 1.19 
9190c Complete 139.26 17.2 1 Chert White, gray,  
black marbling 
69.63 8.34 9.92 8.08 
10039a Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 14.42 6.45 1.91 0.14 
10039b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 12.15 12.22 3.1 0.3 
10039c Complete   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 11.9 12.85 2.75 0.47 
10039d Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 21.21 14.04 4.6 0.94 
10039e Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 12.07 11.12 5.54 0.73 
10039f Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, translucent 15.6 9.7 3.5 0.54 
10039g Broken   1 Basalt Gray, dark 1.85 12.85 4.56 0.51 
10039h Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 22.2 19.72 8.67 1.99 
10039i Exhausted   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 23.84 17.51 9.41 3.7 
10039j Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 20.66 15.42 13.18 3.06 
10056 Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray 17.23 20.72 6.52 1.41 
7873 Fragment   1 Obsidian Black, gray 8.85 7.61 1.35 0.06 
9519a Broken   1 Obsidian Black, gray 11.51 13.27 6.5 0.81 
9519b Fragment   1 Obsidian Black, gray 21.03 15.51 6.23 1.48 
9519c Broken   1 Obsidian Clear, gray streak 16.08 20.39 5.2 1.09 
9519d Fragment   1 Chert White 12.42 15.73 5.6 1.16 
180 
 
FS# Fragment 
Complete 
Broken 
Cutting 
Edge 
(mm) 
CE/M Count Material Color Length 
(mm) 
Width 
(mm) 
Thickness 
(mm) 
Weight 
(g) 
10152 Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 22.58 14.93 8.07 2.58 
10117 Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 16.6 2074 5.59 1.34 
7467a Broken   1 Obsidian Black, gray 4.55 5.69 2.52 0.03 
7467b Complete   1 Chert Gray streaks,  
white 
11.45 13.54 5.43 0.77 
8256a Fragment   1 Obsidian Clear, gray streak 21.29 23.44 3.6 1.3 
8256b Broken   1 Obsidian Black, gray 16.12 9.87 4.16 0.48 
8365a Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, opaque 13.02 17.47 2.38 0.15 
8365b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, opaque 16.87 10.8 3.37 0.3 
8365c Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 9.83 12.86 2.25 0.24 
8365d Exhausted   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 11.43 11.68 3.67 0.25 
8365e Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, opaque 18.7 7.05 5.3 0.64 
8365f Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, translucent 11.3 7.7 8.32 0.58 
8365g Complete   1 Obsidian Gray, translucent 11.66 14.96 3.16 0.47 
8940a Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, opaque 11.03 14.04 5.48 0.66 
8940b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 13.05 7.79 5.52 0.49 
8940c    1 Chert White 31.74 12.69 8.03 3.04 
9723 Broken   1 Obsidian Gray 6.66 14.68 1.98 0.15 
10024a Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 16.46 11.92 2.61 0.52 
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FS# Fragment 
Complete 
Broken 
Cutting 
Edge 
(mm) 
CE/M Count Material Color Length 
(mm) 
Width 
(mm) 
Thickness 
(mm) 
Weight 
(g) 
10024b Broken   2 Chert Black 20.53 24.35 7.8 3.87 
9153a Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, opaque 12.95 24.51 4.68 1.27 
9153b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, opaque 21.42 19.7 8.14 2.6 
10103a Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, Translucent 8.18 12.53 2.57 0.22 
10103b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, Translucent 8.88 14.1 5.29 0.7 
10103c Exhausted   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 11.54 9.4 5.76 0.72 
10103d Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 15.58 12.64 5.73 0.9 
10103e Broken   1 Obsidian Gray 6.76 12.97 3.04 0.25 
10103f Fragment   1 Quartzite White 22.99 5.69 4.4 0.94 
10103g Fragment   1 Chert White 32.69 11.33 8.72 4.07 
9988a Fragment   1 Chert White, gray 22.75 13.43 5.07 1.58 
9988b Complete   1 Obsidian Gray, translucent 18.69 13.9 2.84 0.7 
9988c Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, translucent 14.84 17.81 3.55 0.94 
9988d Complete   1 Chert White 32.1 12.4 8.41 3.2 
10054a Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, translucent 18.23 11.15 8.2 0.48 
10054b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray 8.35 16 7.7 1.04 
10054c Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 11.45 15.88 7.78 1.4 
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FS# Fragment 
Complete 
Broken 
Cutting 
Edge 
(mm) 
CE/M Count Material Color Length 
(mm) 
Width 
(mm) 
Thickness 
(mm) 
Weight 
(g) 
10054d Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, brown 10.88 13.84 6.18 0.96 
10054e Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, translucent 16.1 25.2 4.26 1.95 
10054f Complete   1 Chert White 34.43 11.28 11.24 4.13 
10075a Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 17.93 13.24 5.54 1.38 
10075b Complete   1 Chert White 35.05 10.8 8.11 2.57 
10075c Complete   1 Chert White, gray 29.62 10.25 9.25 3.15 
8383a Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, translucent 25.05 11.84 7.27 2.44 
8383b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 10.64 15.51 2.23 0.44 
8414a Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 5.71 17.42 2.55 0.23 
8414b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 10.49 6.81 3.22 0.26 
8414c Broken   1 Obsidian Gray 16.58 14.99 5.72 1.05 
8414d Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 15.31 14.73 5.66 1.15 
8414e Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 18.38 8.51 5.13 0.74 
8029a Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 27.82 13.49 9.64 2.88 
8029b Complete   1 Obsidian Gray, translucent 28.29 15 6.78 1.98 
8029c Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 22.34 9.61 5.36 0.82 
8029d Exhausted   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 26.44 15.46 5.79 1.79 
8424 Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 19.53 13.37 3.33 0.72 
7663a Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, translucent 13.5 13.4 4.64 0.52 
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FS# Fragment 
Complete 
Broken 
Cutting 
Edge 
(mm) 
CE/M Count Material Color Length 
(mm) 
Width 
(mm) 
Thickness 
(mm) 
Weight 
(g) 
7663b Exhausted   1 Obsidian Gray, translucent 15.23 13.28 6.43 1.17 
7950a Broken   2 Obsidian Gray, dark 14.53 9.24 3.05 0.4 
7950b Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray 14.21 11.11 3.26 0.37 
7950c Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 15.7 17.23 5.72 1.19 
7950d Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, translucent 16.09 11.49 4.16 0.69 
7950e Exhausted   1 Obsidian Gray, translucent 21.33 16.7 10.2 3.53 
7950f Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 32.31 27.4 8.2 6.88 
7705a Complete   1 Obsidian Gray 12.71 15.1 3.64 0.69 
7705b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, opaque 31.59 16.15 8.37 2.72 
7705c Exhausted   1 Obsidian Black, gray 16.93 17.53 10.14 3.13 
7675a Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, translucent 15.74 17.14 0.9 0.78 
7675b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, translucent 21.07 19.59 5.55 1.4 
7675c Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 15.7 17.78 4.76 1.25 
7675d Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 11.97 20.82 6.83 1.22 
8127a Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 14.33 9.23 3.79 0.45 
8127b Broken   1 Obsidian Black 11.35 12.1 5.79 0.83 
8127c Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 17.64 11.11 6.43 0.91 
8285a Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, translucent 12.67 2.48 1.54 0.04 
8285b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray 6.08 7.67 1.79 0.07 
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FS# Fragment 
Complete 
Broken 
Cutting 
Edge 
(mm) 
CE/M Count Material Color Length 
(mm) 
Width 
(mm) 
Thickness 
(mm) 
Weight 
(g) 
8285c Broken   1 Obsidian Gray 6.49 5.15 2.15 0.06 
8285d Broken   1 Obsidian Gray 6.47 9.88 2.58 0.19 
8285e Broken   1 Obsidian Gray 13.99 5.5 3.19 0.17 
8285f Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, translucent 15.72 9.53 5.88 0.8 
8285g Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 15.36 14.38 7.54 1.25 
8285h Broken   1 Obsidian Black, gray 21.9 27.96 10.68 2.94 
8285i Fragment   1 Obsidian Black, gray 24.46 17.74 8.33 3 
8285j    1 Obsidian Gray, translucent 31.65 16.86 7.57 3.3 
8303a Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 10.46 4.92 3.32 0.23 
8303b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 15.29 9.19 5.68 0.7 
8303c Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray 7.08 10.21 2.45 0.17 
8303d Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, translucent 11.37 15.36 4 0.44 
8303e Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, translucent 21.1 16.2 7.36 1.93 
8303f Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, translucent 15.11 16.04 8.96 1.97 
8303g Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 17.95 11.45 3.37 0.4 
8303h Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 13.05 16.99 5.8 0.91 
8303i Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, translucent 19.14 11.1 5.27 1.02 
8303j Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 23.27 17 9.54 2.2 
8303k Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, translucent 19.31 25.94 4.28 1.88 
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FS# Fragment 
Complete 
Broken 
Cutting 
Edge 
(mm) 
CE/M Count Material Color Length 
(mm) 
Width 
(mm) 
Thickness 
(mm) 
Weight 
(g) 
7960a Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, translucent 16.55 16.85 3.47 0.74 
7960b Broken   1 Chert Black, brown 14.82 10.87 6.06 0.96 
7960c Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, translucent 13.92 11.21 3.18 0.41 
7960d Broken   1 Obsidian Gray 10.96 21.98 4.63 0.89 
7960e Broken   1 Obsidian Black 21.2 6.28 7.89 1.02 
7960f Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray 16.83 14.98 4.02 0.82 
7784a Broken   1 Obsidian Gray 11.09 8.68 2.74 0.22 
7784b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray 14.82 9.16 5.78 0.74 
7784c Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray 10.56 15.24 1.44 0.2 
7784d Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray 13.86 11.05 5.26 0.69 
7784e Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 13.8 15.09 5.05 0.85 
7784f Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, translucent 21.48 15.76 2.72 0.76 
7784g Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, translucent 23.97 19.08 8.11 1 
9944a Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, translucent 23.87 16.28 8.36 0.38 
9944b Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, translucent 10.02 8.33 1.58 0.12 
9944c Complete   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 20.25 29.34 5.95 2.56 
8410a Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 7.42 5.15 2.43 0.08 
8410b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 12.84 5.71 3.67 0.29 
8410c Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, translucent 12.83 12.07 6.51 0.91 
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FS# Fragment 
Complete 
Broken 
Cutting 
Edge 
(mm) 
CE/M Count Material Color Length 
(mm) 
Width 
(mm) 
Thickness 
(mm) 
Weight 
(g) 
8410d Exhausted   1 Obsidian Gray, translucent 15.18 10.28 5.26 0.74 
8410e Complete   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 10.22 13.1 2.8 0.43 
8410f Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 17.28 26.68 7 2.48 
8410g Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, translucent 12.98 26.71 5.73 1.78 
8410h Complete   1 Obsidian Gray, translucent 23.69 31.81 7.64 4.85 
8405a Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 10.03 7.67 2.26 0.14 
8405b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray 22.66 10.24 4.83 0.87 
8405d Broken   1 Obsidian Black 20.03 11.62 5.84 1.44 
8405e Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, translucent 27.38 12.5 10.06 2.77 
8405f Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, translucent 23.02 20.17 6.57 2.5 
8405g Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, translucent 21.17 22.76 4.93 2.39 
8249a Broken   1 Obsidian Gray 9.62 9.4 3.52 0.14 
8249b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 9.02 6.27 3.43 0.12 
8249c Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 10.59 8.21 8 0.99 
8249d Complete   1 Obsidian Gray, translucent 15.64 12.69 4.26 0.56 
8249e Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, translucent 21.74 11.33 3.92 0.67 
8249f Broken   1 Chert Gray 16.51 6.71 5.87 0.83 
8071a Broken   1 Obsidian Black 12.54 8.97 3.8 0.51 
8071b Broken   1 Obsidian Black 12.2 9.66 5.34 0.57 
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FS# Fragment 
Complete 
Broken 
Cutting 
Edge 
(mm) 
CE/M Count Material Color Length 
(mm) 
Width 
(mm) 
Thickness 
(mm) 
Weight 
(g) 
8071c Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray 16.04 11.64 3.14 0.51 
8883a Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 12.16 10.55 1.75 0.19 
8883b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray 12.46 8.41 3.06 0.27 
8351a Broken   1 Obsidian Gray 10.84 2.15 2.31 0.08 
8351b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray 7.08 11.2 2.25 0.18 
8351c Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, translucent 12.79 12.02 6.14 0.75 
8351d Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 15.15 22.2 8.26 2.45 
8351e Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 24.45 11.28 12.57 3.08 
8351f Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 23.31 19.75 7.35 3.24 
8351g Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, translucent 12.05 14.41 2.95 0.47 
8351h Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, translucent 17.16 21.42 3.45 0.96 
7730 Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 16.43 12.69 3.86 0.88 
8024a Broken   1 Chert Gray 6.94 4.55 6.03 0.2 
8024b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, translucent 10.24 10.53 2.67 0.27 
8024c Broken   1 Obsidian Black 18.1 8.34 4.16 0.52 
8024d Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 17.56 12.89 3.87 0.99 
8024e Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, translucent 20.88 27.54 3.73 2.07 
8372a Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 9.27 5.98 2.64 0.15 
8372b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 19.9 10.67 4.58 0.68 
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FS# Fragment 
Complete 
Broken 
Cutting 
Edge 
(mm) 
CE/M Count Material Color Length 
(mm) 
Width 
(mm) 
Thickness 
(mm) 
Weight 
(g) 
8372c Broken   1 Obsidian Gray 17.98 11.88 6 1.41 
8372d Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 32.77 24.84 9.16 7.88 
8329a Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, translucent 12.52 14.7 1.97 0.24 
8329b Fragment   1 Chert Gray, opaque 21.53 16.32 7.79 1.67 
8329c Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, translucent 25.57 28.09 5.59 3.61 
8266 Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray 5.33 11.29 2.9 0.15 
7933a Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 5.8 5.09 2.6 0.09 
7933b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 23.47 18.24 7.07 2.26 
7933c Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, translucent 16.49 22.41 4.53 1.54 
8174a Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 17.72 20.58 7.04 1.73 
8174b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray 16.77 11.11 6.11 0.87 
8174c Fragment 58.2 37.1 1 Obsidian Gray 29.62 12.25 5.99 1.57 
8212a Broken   1 Obsidian Gray 14.62 12.11 2.34 0.36 
8212b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 14.85 5.36 5.19 0.2 
8212c Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray 19.02 11.77 4.65 0.86 
7845a Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, translucent 12.34 12.17 5.08 0.9 
7845b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, translucent 11.06 8.65 1.75 0.13 
7845c Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, translucent 17.16 19.62 3.02 1.02 
7845d Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, translucent 17.44 28..38 8.02 3.58 
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FS# Fragment 
Complete 
Broken 
Cutting 
Edge 
(mm) 
CE/M Count Material Color Length 
(mm) 
Width 
(mm) 
Thickness 
(mm) 
Weight 
(g) 
7845e Broken   1 Quartz Clear, white 11.8 8.52 9.06 0.73 
8047a Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray 13.86 10.2 4.06 0.45 
8047b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, translucent 12.75 7.28 4.05 0.31 
8047c Fragment 17.3 144.2 1 Obsidian Gray, translucent 8.72 8.85 1.89 0.12 
8047d Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray 13.96 10.5 2.95 0.31 
8047e Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray 17.22 11.97 4.1 0.62 
8047f Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 20.61 16.43 5.48 1.4 
8047g Broken   1 Chert Gray, brown 12.36 11.08 3.82 0.31 
7794 Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, translucent 10.17 15.5 2.9 0.38 
8022a Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 13.06 6.71 1.55 0.13 
8022b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 17.92 13.29 4.41 0.86 
8022c Broken   1 Obsidian Gray 10.66 11.26 3.9 0.29 
7638a Broken   1 Obsidian Gray 8.22 7.47 3.04 0.16 
7638b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, clear 10.16 6.27 2.93 0.16 
7638c Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 17.87 10.25 7.13 0.93 
7638d Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, dark 20.39 9.73 4.53 0.74 
8852 Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, translucent 17.97 13.04 5.65 1.21 
8959a Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, shiny 9.46 8.57 2.13 0.15 
8959b Broken   1 Obsidian Gray, shiny 20.24 10.28 7.03 0.96 
190 
 
FS# Fragment 
Complete 
Broken 
Cutting 
Edge 
(mm) 
CE/M Count Material Color Length 
(mm) 
Width 
(mm) 
Thickness 
(mm) 
Weight 
(g) 
9598 Fragment   1 Obsidian Gray, translucent 13.2 12.69 4.13 0.65 
9936a Fragment   1 Chert Gray, opaque 13.07 26.68 4.22 1.34 
9936b Fragment   1 Chert Black 43.44 23.63 13.31 11.38 
8844 Exhausted 
Fragment 
  1 Obsidian Gray, opaque 11.5 14.13 9.59 1.73 
 
 
Table A.03: Remaining columns of data sheet.  
FS# Hinge 
Fract. 
Step 
Fract. 
Eraillure 
Fract. 
Use wear Notes 
10098     percussion flake, small bulb present, dirt adhered to ventral side. 
8116    Yes percussion flake, eraillure fracture, use wear along edge, multidirectional flaking 
on dorsal side.  
10227     possible eriallure fracture, broken flake 
8057     fragment, broken, ventral and dorsal concretions. 
9386a     percussion flake, no discernable bulb, sharp edge. 
9386b     debitage, no discernable platform or bulb. 
9386c     debitage, no discernable platform or bulb. 
9386d     debitage, no discernable platform or bulb. 
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9386e     percussion flake, broken platform, no bulb, evidence of detached flakes on 
dorsal distal end. 
FS# Hinge 
Fract. 
Step 
Fract. 
Eraillure 
Fract. 
Use wear Notes 
9011a     debitage, no discernable platform or bulb, ventral hinge fracture. 
9011b     Flake, possible platform, no bulb, ventral distal edge possibly damaged in 
excavation. 
9432a     Debitage, no platform, tiny flake taken off, blocky. 
9432b     Debitage, no platform or bulb 
9432c     Fragment, broken platform, no bulb, step fracture ventral distal edge. 
9138     Fragment, no platform or bulb, possible hinge termination, direction of force 
ventral. 
9082a     Broken, no visible bulb platform or direction of force. 
9082b     Platform crushed, broken bulb, broken edge. 
9082c     No bulb, direction of force both ventral and dorsal. 
9082d     Possible core, flakes taken from multiple sides, possibly exhausted. 
9082e     Large platform and bulb, possible hinge fracture, direct percussion, knapping 
mistake? 
8992a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, two pieces possibly broken in storage. 
8992b     broken platform, no bulb, small step fracture. 
8992c     No platform or bulb, direction of force present. 
8992d     No platform or bulb, nothing significant. 
8270a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, some cortex. 
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8270b     No platform, bulb present  
FS# Hinge 
Fract. 
Step 
Fract. 
Eraillure 
Fract. 
Use wear Notes 
8270c     No platform or bulb present, triangular chunk. 
8270d     Platform preparation flakes, bulb present, complete cutting edge, does not 
appear utilized. 
8270e     No platform or bulb present, long. 
8270f     Broken platform, no bulb, different angle direction of force ventral and dorsal. 
8270g     Broken platform, large bulb, hinge termination, step fracture on dorsal side 
8270h     Debitage, no platform or bulb, blocky. 
8270i     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
8270j     Possible  platform preparation, no bulb, possible flakes taken off dorsal surface. 
8270k     proximal segment of polyhedral core preparation flake, does not appear to be 
utilized, discarded after break from core? 
8270l   1  Possible eraillure fracture, no distinguishable attributes. 
9404     Exhausted core (look at scalar core Clark 81), multidirectional flaking. 
9398a 1    Possible platform, large bulb, flake scar below bulb, hinge termination.  
9398b     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
9398c     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
9398d     possible distal end of first stage percussion flake of polyhedral core. 
9398e     Debitage, no platform or bulb, blocky. 
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9398f 1    Possible exhausted core, multidirectional flaking, hinge termination, adhered 
dirt. 
9398g     Debitage, no platform of bulb. 
FS# Hinge 
Fract. 
Step 
Fract. 
Eraillure 
Fract. 
Use wear Notes 
9398h       Possible biface distal end, flakes removed from both sides. 
9398i     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
9423     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
9200a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
9200b     Possible platform, no bulb, clearly defined dorsal ridge. 
9200c     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
9200d     Debitage, no platform or bulb, blocky. 
9200e     Possible core, multidirectional flakes driven off, usewear? Possibility for export. 
9540a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, possibly from a fracture mistake. 
9540b     Debitage, no platform or bulb. 
9540c     No platform, multiple flakes driven off ventral side. 
9540d     Possible platform, large bulb, flake scar below bulb, distal end snapped off. 
9540e     Debitage, no platform or bulb, almost 90 degree angle on dorsal surface. 
9010a 1    Large platform, no bulb, hinge termination. 
9010b    Possible Multidirectional flakes driven off, serrated edge, possible use wear (small chips 
on edge), utilized core?. 
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9010c    Possible Possible core, possibly utilized, material not found in area (alluvial plain) usually 
sand in deeper levels with few stones, might have been transported into area. 
9044     Debitage, no platform or bulb. 
9233a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, one flake scar. 
FS# Hinge 
Fract. 
Step 
Fract. 
Eraillure 
Fract. 
Use wear Notes 
9233b     Debitage, no platform or bulb. 
9233c 1   Possible Flake, hinge fracture distal end, possibly utilized, export for Lohse. 
9233d     Crushed platform, no bulb, scars on ventral and dorsal. 
9294a     Percussion flake, crushed bulb, dorsa ridge. 
9294b     Debitage, no platform or bulb, possibly crushed or inclusion of other material. 
9294c     Debitage, no platform or bulb. 
9294d     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
9294e     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
9294f     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
9294g     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
9294h     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
9294i     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
9294j     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
9294k     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
9294l     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
9294m     No platform, small bulb flake scar. 
195 
 
9294n     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
9294o     Core, multidirectional flaking on all sides, at least 7 flake scars. 
8082    Possible Possible utilized flake, tiny flake removal on edge and three flakes removed 
from dorsal ridge, microwear analysis? 
FS# Hinge 
Fract. 
Step 
Fract. 
Eraillure 
Fract. 
Use wear Notes 
8317     Debitage, no platform or bulb. 
9114     Percussion flake, small platform, bulb crushed. 
9278a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
9278b 1    Complete flake, hinge fracture on half of the edge, the other half has sharp 
edge. 
9278c     Debitage, no platform, possible crushed bulb. 
9278d 1    Complete flake, hinge fracture on half the edge, bulb and platform in tact.  
9278e     Probably broken off of a larger groundstone. 
9278f     Debitage, no platform or bulb, chunky. 
9579a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, 90 degree angle. 
9579b     Debitage, no platform or bulb. 
9855a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
9855b     Debitage, no platform or bulb, visible direction of force. 
9855c     Debitage, no platform or bulb, chunky, possible distal end, proximal edge 
crushed. 
9532     Debitage, no platform or bulb, small flake scar. 
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9389a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, dorsal ridge. 
9389b    Yes Tool broken in two, possibly complete, bifacially flaked, knife? Drill?, unworked 
flat op 
9389c     Debitage, no platform or bulb, chunky. 
FS# Hinge 
Fract. 
Step 
Fract. 
Eraillure 
Fract. 
Use wear Notes 
9389d    Yes No platform, broken bulb, possible use wear on edge, bifacial flakes? 
9389e     Platform broken or knocked off, no bulb, edge but no wear. 
8300     Debitage, no platform or bulb, flake scars on both sides. 
9092a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, flake scar. 
9092b     Debitage, no platform or bulb, very blocky. 
9092c     Debitage, no platform or bulb, from percussion. 
9092d     Debitage, no platform or bulb, chunky, possible distal end broken off core and 
further flaked? 
9337a 1    Small platform, no bulb, hinge termination, possible step fracture. 
9337b     Debitage, no platform or bulb, chunky. 
9337c     Possible platform, no bulb, flake driven below platform on ventral side angled 
perpendicular to platform. 
9343a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
9343b     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
9343c 1    Debitage, no platform or bulb, hinge fracture on possible distal end. 
9343d 1    Debitage, no platform or bulb, possible hinge fracture. 
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9343e     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
8097a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
8097b     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
8097c     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
FS# Hinge 
Fract. 
Step 
Fract. 
Eraillure 
Fract. 
Use wear Notes 
8097d     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
8097e     Debitage, no platform or bulb, flake scars on both sides, too small for a core. 
9247a     Percussion flake, platform broken off, small bulb, conch shape, possible edge 
wear, utilized? 
9247b     No platform or bulb but possible edge wear. 
9153 1    Debitage, possible crushed platform, hinge termination. 
9455a     Possible tool, platform with step fracture on dorsal, ventral has bulb fracture, 
rectangular. 
9455b     Debitage, no platform or bulb. 
9003a  1 1  Small platform, eraillure fracture, step fracture on dorsal side, percussion flaked 
after initial removal causing eraillure. 
9003b     Debitage, no platform or bulb, chunky. 
9003c 1    Debitage, no platform or bulb, hinge termination. 
8358     Fragment, possible distal end of core preparation flake, possible from polyhedral 
core? 
8219a     Debitage, no platform or bulb. 
8219b     Debitage, no platform or bulb. 
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8219c     Debitage, no platform or bulb. 
8219d     Debitage, no platform or bulb. 
8219e  1   Platform and bulb in tact, possible step fracture on lateral side. 
8219f     Possible secondary reduction phase, no platform or bulb. 
FS# Hinge 
Fract. 
Step 
Fract. 
Eraillure 
Fract. 
Use wear Notes 
8219g    Possible Drill, small, worked on multiple sides, pointed on one end, appears broken on 
proximal end, very blocky, appears unfinished or broken curing production or 
use.  
9057a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, flake scar on proximal end. 
9057b     Debitage, no platform or bulb, blocky. 
9057c     Debitage, no platform or bulb, thin, multiple flake scars. 
9057d     Debitage, no platform or bulb, blocky, possible core preparation flake. 
9057e   1  Small platform, eraillure fracture, percussion conch shape, does not appear 
utilized. 
9057f     Debitage, no platform or bulb, step fracture. 
9057g     Debitage, no platform or bulb, dorsal ridge. 
9057h     Possible core, multidirectional flakes, possible broken. 
9057i     Platform and bulb in tact, small flake perpendicular to platform, three large 
flakes taken off dorsal, core thinning preparation flake. 
9057j     Platform, no bulb, appears bifacially flaked on distal end, does not appear 
utilized, possibly broken off larger tool. 
9135a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
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9135b     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
9135c     Debitage, no platform or bulb, tiny. 
9135d     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
9135e     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
FS# Hinge 
Fract. 
Step 
Fract. 
Eraillure 
Fract. 
Use wear Notes 
9343d 1    Debitage, no platform or bulb, possible hinge fracture. 
9343e     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
8097a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
8097b     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
8097c     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
8097d     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
8097e     Debitage, no platform or bulb, flake scars on both sides, too small for a core. 
9247a     Percussion flake, platform broken off, small bulb, conch shape, possible edge 
wear, utilized? 
9247b     No platform or bulb but possible edge wear. 
9153 1    Debitage, possible crushed platform, hinge termination. 
9455a     Possible tool, platform with step fracture on dorsal, ventral has bulb fracture, 
rectangular. 
9455b     Debitage, no platform or bulb. 
9003a  1 1  Small platform, eraillure fracture, step fracture on dorsal side, percussion flaked 
after initial removal causing eraillure. 
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9003b     Debitage, no platform or bulb, chunky. 
9003c 1    Debitage, no platform or bulb, hinge termination. 
8358     Fragment, possible distal end of core preparation flake, possible from polyhedral 
core? 
8219a     Debitage, no platform or bulb. 
FS# Hinge 
Fract. 
Step 
Fract. 
Eraillure 
Fract. 
Use wear Notes 
8219b     Debitage, no platform or bulb. 
8219c     Debitage, no platform or bulb. 
8219d     Debitage, no platform or bulb. 
8219e  1   Platform and bulb in tact, possible step fracture on lateral side. 
8219f     Possible secondary reduction phase, no platform or bulb. 
8219g    Possible Drill, small, worked on multiple sides, pointed on one end, appears broken on 
proximal end, very blocky, appears unfinished or broken curing production or 
use.  
9057a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, flake scar on proximal end. 
9057b     Debitage, no platform or bulb, blocky. 
9057c     Debitage, no platform or bulb, thin, multiple flake scars. 
9057d     Debitage, no platform or bulb, blocky, possible core preparation flake. 
9057e   1  Small platform, eraillure fracture, percussion conch shape, does not appear 
utilized. 
9057f     Debitage, no platform or bulb, step fracture. 
9057g     Debitage, no platform or bulb, dorsal ridge. 
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9057h     Possible core, multidirectional flakes, possible broken. 
9057i     Platform and bulb in tact, small flake perpendicular to platform, three large 
flakes taken off dorsal, core thinning preparation flake. 
9057j     Platform, no bulb, appears bifacially flaked on distal end, does not appear 
utilized, possibly broken off larger tool. 
FS# Hinge 
Fract. 
Step 
Fract. 
Eraillure 
Fract. 
Use wear Notes 
9135a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
9135b     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
9135c     Debitage, no platform or bulb, tiny. 
9135d     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
9135e     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
9135f     Debitage, possible broken bulb, flakes driven off dorsal surface, core thinning 
flake. 
9135g     Debitage, possible broken bulb no platform. 
9135h     Debitage, no platform or bulb, possibly on surface for a long time as a patina 
developed in some sections. 
9135i     Debitage, no platform or bulb, angular. 
9135j     Platform, bulb possibly broken, not utilized. 
9135k     Possible core, smoothed on all sides, no sharp edges, eroded?. 
9135l     Possible core, partially smoothed, flakes taken off, burned? 
8082a   1  No platform, possible eraillure fracture, no distinct edge. 
8082b     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
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8082c     Platform, no bulb, basalt, not utilized. 
8082d     Debitage, possible platform, maybe core preparation.  
9577     Debitage, no platform or bulb, chunky. 
 7995a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
FS# Hinge 
Fract. 
Step 
Fract. 
Eraillure 
Fract. 
Use wear Notes 
7995b     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
9496     Small platform, small bulb. 
9551a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
9551b     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
9551c     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
9551d     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
9551e     Debitage, no platform or bulb, one edge. 
9551f 1    Debitage, no platform or bulb, hinge termination. 
9551g     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
9551h     Debitage, no platform or bulb, edge damage. 
9347     Exhausted core, multidirectional flake scars on all sides, small platform and bulb. 
10097a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, possible flake scars. 
10097b     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
10097c 1    Broken platform, no bulb, hinge termination. 
9292a     Debitage, no platform or bulb. 
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9292b 1    Partial platform, half of bulb missing, hinge termination, dorsal surface has large 
flake scar and two smaller, wear on lateral edge. 
9292c     Debitage, no platform or bulb. 
9420     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinct edge. 
8288a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, angular.  
FS# Hinge 
Fract. 
Step 
Fract. 
Eraillure 
Fract. 
Use wear Notes 
8288b     Platform, no bulb, large waves on ventral side, dorsal has flake scars. 
8288c     Possible tool, broken off from bigger tool then retouched?, distal and proximal 
end flaked. 
8288d     Possible fragment of a core, multidirectional flaking. 
9350a     Fragment from a possible large tool, cross section appears to be from a larger 
item but has broken, hinge fracture, edge not terminated on one end. 
9350b     Debitage, no platform or bulb, ridge with small curve. 
9168a     Small platform, no bulb, edges terminated. 
9168b     Small platform, small bulb, thinned edges. 
9168c     Debitage, no platform or bulb. 
9168d 1 1   Exhausted core, hinge fracture, step fracture, multidirectional flaking. 
9060a 1  1  Debitage, not platform or bulb. 
9060b     No platform, eraillure fracture, possible hinge termination. 
9060c     Debitage, no platform or bulb, triangular, no distinguishing marks. 
9060d     Platform, bulb partially flaked off. 
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9060e   1  Small platform, possible eraillure fracture, does not appear to be utilized. 
9060f 1    Small platform, no bulb, hinge termination. 
9060g     Late stage bifacial reduction flake, multidirectional flakes, smooth surface looks 
weathered. 
8244a 1    Debitage, no platform or bulb, possible hinge termination. 
FS# Hinge 
Fract. 
Step 
Fract. 
Eraillure 
Fract. 
Use wear Notes 
8244b     Debitage, no platform, possible crushed bulb. 
8244c     Crushed platform, deep waves before bulb, sharp edge. 
8244d     Debitage, possible transferred in, non-local material, does not appear flaked. 
9208     Debitage, no platform or bulb, step fracture. 
9395a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
9395b     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
9395c 2    Unifacial preform, bipolar flaking, large direction of force ripples, two hinge 
fractures.  
9212 1   Yes Utilized flake?, flake tool?, hinge termination, use wear on distal end, pecking in 
center/dorsal ridge/along platform/distal end, is this a large version of the 
smaller flakes?, are they trying to make these big versions but end up with 
smaller ones? 
9427a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
9427b     Platform, small bulb, flake driven off near bulb, no distinct edge. 
9427c     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
9427d     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
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9427e     Debitage, no platform or bulb, chunky. 
9427f     Debitage, no platform or bulb, chunky. 
9427g  1   Platform and bulb, deep step fracture, no distinct edge. 
9427h     Platform, no bulb, no distinct edge. 
9427i     No platform, end of bulb, basalt?, not utilized. 
FS# Hinge 
Fract. 
Step 
Fract. 
Eraillure 
Fract. 
Use wear Notes 
9427j     Debitage, no platform or bulb, broken in excavation. 
9280 1    Platform, bulb, platform preparation flakes, flakes off lateral edge/might be 
crushed/pressure flaking?, cheap Pico material?, sharp edge not used. 
9182a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
9182b     Debitage, no platform or bulb, possible bulb. 
9713   1  Partial platform, eraillure fracture, broken, no distinct edge. 
7660a     Debitage, no platform or bulb. 
7660b     Debitage, no platform or bulb. 
7660c     Debitage, no platform or bulb, possible hinge fracture. 
7660d 1    Platform, large bulb, dorsal hinge fracture. 
7660e    Yes Bifacially flaked, used as a cutting tool and scraper, flakes taken off to flatten 
ventral/dorsal, pressure flaked in center? 
9660a     Debitage, no platform or flake, no distinguishing marks. 
9660b 1    Platform and bulb in tact, hinge termination on part of distal end, other part of 
end terminates, dorsal flakes taken off. 
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7320a     Partial platform, bulb, step fracture. 
7320b    Yes Proximal segment of prismatic blade, use wear on both edges, bulb, partial 
platform. 
9538     Debitage, no platform or bulb. 
9648     Debitage, no platform or bulb, chunky. 
FS# Hinge 
Fract. 
Step 
Fract. 
Eraillure 
Fract. 
Use wear Notes 
8844a  1  Yes No platform or bulb, possibly flaked off large core, large step fracture, use wear 
on edge of snapped off are, large flakes driven off. 
8844b     Debitage, no platform or bulb. 
8845c     Small platform and bulb, does not appear utilized. 
9360a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, flaked scars on one side. 
9360b     Debitage, no platform or bulb, square shaped. 
9360c     Debitage, no platform or bulb. 
9366a   1  Small, dorsal and ventral multidirectional flakes, eraillure fracture, scalar core?. 
9366b     Debitage, no platform, possible bulb, flake scars on ventral. 
9554     Debitage, no platform or bulb, dorsal ridge, possible core preparation debitage. 
9276a     No platform, partial bulb, small edge on distal end. 
9276b     Platform and bulb, lateral edges terminated, distal end broken off, not utilized. 
9276c     Debitage, no platform or bulb, rectangular and angled, possible from core 
preparation because of large ridge. 
9321a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
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9321b     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
9321c     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
9321d 1    Debitage, no platform or bulb, hinge termination. 
9321e    Yes Broken platform, no bulb, use on distal. 
9321f     Debitage, no platform or bulb. 
FS# Hinge 
Fract. 
Step 
Fract. 
Eraillure 
Fract. 
Use wear Notes 
9321g     Debitage, no platform or bulb, chunky. 
9321h     Platform, no bulb, bigger distal, does not appear used. 
9321i   1  Platform, possible eraillure, flakes off ventral, not used. 
9321j     Debitage, no platform or bulb, chunky, thick. 
9321k    Yes Platform and bulb, use on lateral margin, dorsal very chunky, possible broken off 
core reduction. 
9321l    Yes Flakes taken off all around to make a sharp edge, probably a scraping tool, 
Jeremias says it could also be a chert core, could it be a chert core and then 
when it was exhausted they turned it into a tool?, falls in line with idea of not 
being wasteful of material. 
7740a    Yes Prismatic blade, medial segment, use wear on lateral edges. 
7740b     Debitage, no platform or bulb, thick, no sharp edges. 
9124a     No platform, small bulb, small flake scars on lateral margin, does not appear 
utilized. 
9124b    Yes No platform or bulb, one edge appears used, pressure flakes? 
9124c    Yes Platform, no bulb, small chips on lateral edge, flakes taken off dorsal ridge. 
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9124d     Platform, bulb, pressure flaking on lateral edge, preparation of sharp edge?, 
flakes on dorsal and ventral edge do not match up, flake taken off of bulb, 
utilized? 
9761    Yes Debitage, no platform or bulb, appears used on distal end, expedient use after 
termination from core? 
9100     Debitage, no platform or bulb, chunky. 
FS# Hinge 
Fract. 
Step 
Fract. 
Eraillure 
Fract. 
Use wear Notes 
10156     Exhausted core, multidirectional flake scars on all sides, possibly broken off 
larger core. 
8890a    Possible Broken platform, bulb, lateral margin possibly used. 
8890b     Debitage, no platform or bulb, hinge termination distal end. 
8890c     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
8890d  1   Debitage, no platform or bulb, large step fracture. 
8890e     Debitage, no platform or bulb, large ripples. 
7963a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
7963b     No platform, small bulb, no distinct edge. 
7963c     Debitage, no platform or bulb, broken. 
7963d     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinct edge. 
7963e     Debitage, no platform or bulb, deep flake scar. 
7963f 2    Platform, eraillure fracture, distal hinge, lateral edges sharp, does not appear 
utilized, conch shaped. 
      Debitage, no platform or bulb, possible core fragment?. 
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7963h     Platform and bulb, conch shape, distal edge does not appear utilized or flaked. 
7963i    Yes Drill, obsidian, both edges appear crushed from use, flake scars to make drill 
shape, same use as chert drills?, possibly for softer materials than chert drills. 
7971a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, blocky, small flake scars.  
7971b 1    Platform and most of bulb, percussion flake, does not appear utilized. 
FS# Hinge 
Fract. 
Step 
Fract. 
Eraillure 
Fract. 
Use wear Notes 
9834a     Platform, no bulb, distal edge does not appear utilized. 
9834b     Platform, no bulb, possible edge wear. 
9834c     Debitage, no platform or bulb, edge not utilized. 
9501    Possible Broken platform, bulb, lateral margin possibly used, distal end no edge. 
9589     Debitage, no platform or bulb, possible flake scars on lateral margin. 
8393a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
8393b     No platform, possible bulb, edge around all sides except missing platform, not 
utilized. 
10095a  1   Debitage, no platform or bulb, flakes from both sides. 
10095b     Crushed platform, no bulb, small bifacially flaked edge, very angular and blocky. 
10095c    Yes Bifacially flaked, cutting tool, larger flakes off both sides. 
9687a     Debitage, no platform or bulb. 
9687b 1   Yes Broken platform, bulb, distal hinge, lateral edge used. 
9687c     Small platform and bulb, does not appear utilized. 
9253a     Debitage, no platform or bulb. 
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9253b    Yes Platform, large bulb, thinning flake scars, use wear on lateral margins. 
9186a 1    Small platform and bulb, distal hinge, dorsal flake scars in center. 
9186b     Small platform, no bulb, lateral edge. 
9186c 1    Platform broken a bit, flakes driven off bulb for thinning, lateral margins used. 
10123a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, possible step fracture. 
FS# Hinge 
Fract. 
Step 
Fract. 
Eraillure 
Fract. 
Use wear Notes 
10123b     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
10123c     Platform crushed, bulb, no wear. 
9635     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
10148a     Platform, no bulb, flake scars on dorsal, distal end snapped off. 
10148b     Platform and bulb, sharp edges, does not appear to be utilized. 
10140     Platform hit at 90 degrees?, conical ripples (bb like), large flake scars, does not 
appear utilized. 
9529 1    Debitage, no platform or bulb, hinge termination, broken edges. 
9515     Debitage, no platform or bulb, angular, small flake scars, no distinct edge. 
9506     Core, multidirectional flaking on all sides, exhausted. 
8308a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
8308b     Debitage, no platform or bulb, sharp edge. 
8308c     Debitage, no platform or bulb, angular. 
8308d     Debitage, no platform or bulb, patina all around, possibly broken off larger 
piece, don’t know what it is if anything. 
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8308e     No platform or bulb, flaked groundstone, looks like a fingernail. 
9547     Platform and bulb, distal end broken off, lateral margins not utilized. 
9756     Debitage, no platform or bulb, broken in two, thin groundstone, does not 
appear utilized. 
10251a     Platform and bulb, distal edge. 
FS# Hinge 
Fract. 
Step 
Fract. 
Eraillure 
Fract. 
Use wear Notes 
10251b     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
10251c    Yes Possible platform, no bulb, edges appear used. 
8281a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, appears to be a broken preparation flake from a 
polyhedral core, profile with high dorsal ridge. 
8281b 1   Yes Platform and bulb, distal hinge from percussion, lateral margin appears used. 
8281c   1 Yes No platform, bulb fractured off, cone shaped, use on distal and lateral margins. 
8281d     Debitage, no platform or bulb, possibly piece of a core. 
8949     Debitage, no platform or bulb, flake scars on ventral and dorsal, does not appear 
used. 
8900a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, chunky. 
8900b     Platform and bulb, conch shaped, half of distal broken off, does not appear 
used. 
8305a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
8305b     Debitage, no platform or bulb, chunky. 
8305c     Platform, no bulb, possible hinge, does not appear used. 
8305d    Possible Platform, no bulb, possibly used. 
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8305e     Debitage, no platform or bulb, chunky, possible core preparation. 
8305f 1    Platform and bulb, partial distal hinge, lateral margin broken off, does not 
appear to be used. 
10152a     Platform, no bulb, possible pressure flake on lateral margin. 
10152b     Debitage, no platform or bulb, very chunky. 
FS# Hinge 
Fract. 
Step 
Fract. 
Eraillure 
Fract. 
Use wear Notes 
9664a    Yes Broken platform, bulb, lateral margin appears used, possible hinge. 
9664b     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
9664c     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
9664d     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
9664e     No platform, bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
9664f 1    Debitage, no platform or bulb, distal hinge. 
9664g     No platform, bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
9664h     Debitage, no platform or bulb, square shaped. 
9664i     Platform and bulb, possibly bifacially flaked, pressure flakes do not match up, 
indentation in center. 
9506a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
9506b     Debitage, no platform or bulb, chunky. 
9506c     Debitage, no platform or bulb, chunky. 
9585  1   Possible core, appears broken, step fracture, multidirectional flakes. 
9074a   1  No platform, fracture on bulb, broken. 
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9074b     Possible core, exhausted?, multidirectional flaking on all sides.  
9652a     Bipolar corner flake?, look at Clark 81 and others, shows wear/crushing on 
proximal and distal platform. 
9652b 1    Platform, fracture on bulb, distal hinge, no distinct edge, does not appear used. 
9652c    Yes Tiny platform, bulb, appears used on lateral margin, flake scars on dorsal. 
FS# Hinge 
Fract. 
Step 
Fract. 
Eraillure 
Fract. 
Use wear Notes 
10033a 1   Yes Broken platform, bulb, flake on side of bulb, appears used on proximal, distal 
hinge, broken in two. 
10033b    yes Platform and bulb, appears used on lateral and distal, flake scar on proximal 
dorsal. 
10045   1 Yes Platform, small bulb fracture, used on lateral and distal (crescent shape). 
9727a    Possible Crushed platform, no bulb possibly flaked off, possible use wear on edge. 
9727b    Yes Debitage, no platform or bulb, groundstone, has use wear on edge. 
10137a     Small platform and bulb, edge damage but does not appear to be used. 
10137b     Bipolar flake?, distal and proximal appear crushed, direction of force from both 
ends. 
9026     Debitage, no platform or bulb, distal end of polyhedral core reduction flake, 
dorsal ridge. 
9190a   1 Yes No platform, bulb fractured off, use on lateral margin. 
9190b 1   Yes Core preparation flake, distal hinge, flakes near bulb possible eraillure. 
9190c    Yes Chert cutting tool, informal blade used to cut, use wear. 
10039a     Debitage, no platform or bulb. 
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10039b     Debitage, no platform or bulb. 
10039c 1   Yes Platform and bulb, distal hinge, use on lateral. 
10039d     Debitage, no platform or bulb. 
10039e     Debitage, no platform or bulb, angular. 
10039f     Debitage, no platform or bulb, deep ridges. 
FS# Hinge 
Fract. 
Step 
Fract. 
Eraillure 
Fract. 
Use wear Notes 
10039g    Yes Debitage, no platform or bulb, use on edge. 
10039h     Debitage, no platform or bulb, possible fragment of polyhedral core. 
10039i     Core, multidirectional flakes, exhausted, from larger core? 
10039j  2   Debitage, no platform or bulb, multidirectional flakes, broken during making a 
core. 
10056   1 Yes Platform, fractured bulb, use wear on distal and lateral margin. 
7873    Yes Platform and bulb, use on lateral margin. 
9519a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, chunky. 
9519b     Small platform and bulb, distal end broken, defined dorsal ridge, possibly 
preparation flake from a core. 
9519c     Debitage, no platform or bulb, distal hinge, broken in percussion?. 
9519d     Bifacially flaked,  
10152     Debitage, no platform or bulb, chunky. 
10117 1   Yes Platform, partial bulb, distal hinge, lateral use. 
7467a     Debitage, no platform or bulb. 
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7467b    Yes Platform, no bulb, distal use, bifacially flaked?, dorsal flake scars. 
8256a    Yes Broken platform, barely visible bulb, distal use wear, percussion. 
8256b    Yes Debitage, no platform or bulb, odd bulb?. 
8365a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
8365b    Yes Debitage, no platform or bulb, use on edge. 
FS# Hinge 
Fract. 
Step 
Fract. 
Eraillure 
Fract. 
Use wear Notes 
8365c    Yes Small platform, partial eraillure?, use on lateral. 
8365d     Scalar core?, multidirectional flakes. 
8365e     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
8365f     Debitage, no platform or bulb, triangular, corner?. 
8365g    Yes Bifacially flaked, possible platform, use on edge. 
8940a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, chunky. 
8940b     Debitage, no platform or bulb, possible fracture. 
8940c     Drill or knife?, bifacially flaked?, needs to be cleaned. 
9723    Possible Debitage, no platform or bulb, possibly used. 
10024a     Broken platform, small bulb, does not appear utilized. 
10024b     Broken in two, possibly utilized not sure. 
9153a     Small platform and bulb, distal used, dorsal flake scars. 
9153b     Possible core?, flakes driven off dorsal only. 
10103a     Platform, no bulb, does not appear to be used. 
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10103b   Yes  Debitage, no platform or bulb, use/flakes taken off edge, possibly four on one 
side. 
10103c     Debitage, no platform or bulb, core?. 
10103d     Debitage, no platform or bulb, one sharp edge. 
10103e 1    Debitage, no platform or bulb, distal termination. 
      
FS# Hinge 
Fract. 
Step 
Fract. 
Eraillure 
Fract. 
Use wear Notes 
10103f     Debitage, no platform or bulb, possible broken off a tool/is a tool, rectangular 
and square. 
10103g     Drill, looks like the ends were broken off but it is a tool, sampled for microbot. 
9988a     Possible platform, no bulb, broken, does not appear used. 
9988b 1    Platform and bulb, distal hinge, does not appear utilized. 
9988c     Platform, no bulb, does not appear used. 
9988d     Drill, flakes from all sides, appears complete, sampled for microbot. 
10054a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, crushed on one edge, not used. 
10054b 1    Debitage, no platform or bulb, crushed on one edge, small flakes driven off one 
side. 
10054c     Debitage, no platform or bulb, looks like a chunk off a bigger piece. 
10054d     Debitage, no platform or bulb, feels smooth. 
10054e     Debitage, no platform or bulb, concave ventral, does not appear used. 
10054f     Drill, appears complete, flakes off all sides, not very pointed at ends, sampled 
for microbot. 
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10075a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, chunky. 
10075b     Drill, flakes from all sides, pointed, possibly needs prominent ridge to be flaked 
off. 
10075c     Drill, flakes from all sides, appears complete, sampled for microbot. 
8383a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, chunky. 
8383b     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
FS# Hinge 
Fract. 
Step 
Fract. 
Eraillure 
Fract. 
Use wear Notes 
8414a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
8414b    Yes Debitage, no platform or bulb, used on only edge. 
8414c    Yes Debitage, no platform or bulb, use on distal. 
8414d     Debitage, no platform or bulb, possible thinning flake scars on dorsal. 
8414e     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
8029a  1   Drill?, appears as if they could not complete the process, edges do not look 
used, not flaked enough?. 
8029b    Yes Platform and bulb, flakes off dorsal, wear on lateral margins and some on distal. 
8029c     Platform, no bulb, flakes off dorsal, does not appear utilized. 
8029d    Possible Possible core?, flakes on dorsal and ventral, possible used edge?. 
8424    Yes Platform, bulb flaked off sideways, possible use on distal. 
7663a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
7663b     Core, multidirectional flakes on dorsal and ventral, exhausted. 
7950a    Possible Debitage, no platform or bulb, possible use on distal. 
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7950b     Platform, small bulb, edge but not utilized. 
7950c 1    Platform, no bulb, distal hinge, does not appear utilized. 
7950d    Yes Biface, flaked on dorsal and ventral, comes to a point, broken or complete?. 
7950e  1   Core, possibly step fractured from larger core, multidirectional flakes on all 
sides. 
7950f   1 Yes Platform, fractured bulb, bifacially flaked, use wear. 
FS# Hinge 
Fract. 
Step 
Fract. 
Eraillure 
Fract. 
Use wear Notes 
7705a    Possible Platform and bulb, possible use wear on lateral margin. 
7705b     Debitage, no platform or bulb, possible core preparation flake, large dorsal 
ridge. 
7705c     Core, multidirectional flakes on all sides, appears exhausted, not cleaned. 
7675a 1   Possible Broken platform, bulb, distal hinge, possible use on lateral where also broken. 
7675b     Debitage, no platform or bulb, possibly used. 
7675c    Yes Bifacially flaked, appears used, no platform or bulb. 
7675d 1   Yes Platform, no bulb, flakes on dorsal, possible use on lateral. 
8127a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, does not appear used. 
8127b     Debitage, no platform or bulb, chunky, looks like the end of a core? 
8127c    Yes Platform, no bulb, use on lateral margin. 
8285a     Plunging termination, crushed platform, no visible bulb, tiny,. 
8285b     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
8285c     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
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8285d     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
8285e     Debitage, no platform or bulb, angular. 
8285f     Debitage, possible platform, no bulb, flakes on almost all sides. 
8285g  1   Debitage, no platform or bulb, large step fracture. 
8285h     Debitage, no platform or bulb, from a core?. 
8285i    Yes Crushed platform, no bulb/crushed?, use on lateral and distal. 
FS# Hinge 
Fract. 
Step 
Fract. 
Eraillure 
Fract. 
Use wear Notes 
8285j    Yes Biface?, use on lateral and distal, looks like a knife, platform, no bulb. 
8303a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
8303b     Debitage, no platform or bulb, angular. 
8303c 1   Yes Platform and bulb, small distal hinge, flake scars on ventral and dorsal, 
percussion flake. 
8303d 1    No platform, small bulb, distal hinge, conch shape, not used. 
8303e     Debitage, no platform or bulb, ridge on dorsal and ventral. 
8303f     Debitage, no platform or bulb, 90 degree dorsal ridge, from core preparation. 
8303g     Debitage, no platform or bulb, does not appear used. 
8303h    Yes Debitage, no platform or bulb, small use on lateral. 
8303i 2  1 Yes No platform, bulb fractured, distal hinge, use on lateral edge. 
8303j     Debitage, no platform or bulb. 
8303k 1    Broken platform and bulb, distal hinge, possible use, percussion, conch shape. 
7960a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, does not appear used. 
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7960b  1   Debitage, no platform or bulb, step fracture. 
7960c    Yes Platform, no bulb, flake probably took off bulb, use on distal and lateral. 
7960d     Debitage, no platform or bulb, looks like scar from bulb taken off/globular scar. 
7960e     Drill preform?, looks like flakes taken off to make a drill, no platform or bulb. 
7960f    Yes Broken platform, no bulb, use on distal, flakes of ventral below platform. 
7784a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
FS# Hinge 
Fract. 
Step 
Fract. 
Eraillure 
Fract. 
Use wear Notes 
7784b    Yes Bifacially flaked, no platform or bulb, flakes off both end/use. 
7784c 1    No platform, bulb, conch shape, does not appear utilized. 
7784d     Bipolar flaking?, both poles crushed, no platform or bulb. 
7784e    Yes No platform, bulb, lateral and distal use. 
7784f 1    Debitage, no platform or bulb, possible use on lateral, distal hinge. 
7784g    Yes Small platform, bulb, flake taken off bulb, use around platform. 
9944a    Possible Debitage, no platform or bulb, possible used. 
9944b 1   Possible Broken platform, bulb, distal hinge, possible use on lateral, percussion. 
9944c 1   Yes Platform, possible small eraillure but bulb intact, distal hinge, appears used, 
conch shape. 
8410a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
8410b     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
8410c     Debitage, no platform or bulb, scalar core?, not sure because flakes not taken 
from all sides. 
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8410d     Core, possibly scalar core based on the small size, look at Clark 81 and others. 
8410e 1   Yes Platform, bulb, small distal hinge, other part of distal used, lateral use. 
8410f     Platform, possible bulb, large flakes taken off, no flakes off ventral. 
8410g     Debitage, no platform or bulb, chunky, no distinguishing marks. 
8410h 1   Yes Large platform and bulb, distal hinge, small distal use, lateral used despite not 
having a straight line. 
FS# Hinge 
Fract. 
Step 
Fract. 
Eraillure 
Fract. 
Use wear Notes 
8405a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
8405b     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
8405d     Debitage, no platform or bulb, rectangular. 
8405e    Yes Debitage, no platform or bulb, angular, looks like a preform for a drill. 
8405f     Debitage, no platform or bulb. 
8405g    Possible Broken platform, bulb, distal end broken, possible use on lateral margins. 
8249a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
8249b     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
8249c     Debitage, no platform or bulb, cube shaped. 
8249d 1    Platform and bulb, distal hinge, lateral margins used. 
8249e    Yes Platform, no bulb, lateral margins used, dorsal ridge. 
8249f     Prism shaped, broken off larger piece, from a knife?. 
8071a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, square. 
8071b    Yes Debitage, no platform or bulb, a lot of flake scars off ventral, possibly used. 
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8071c 1   Yes Broken platform, small bulb, distal hinge, use on lateral margins. 
8883a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
8883b     Debitage, no platform or bulb, flakes off dorsal. 
8351a     Debitage, no platform or bulb. 
8351b    Possible Debitage, no platform or bulb, possible use. 
FS# Hinge 
Fract. 
Step 
Fract. 
Eraillure 
Fract. 
Use wear Notes 
8351c     Debitage, no platform or bulb. 
8351d    Yes Debitage, no platform or bulb, use on lateral margin. 
8351e     Debitage, no platform or bulb, chunky. 
8351f     Debitage, no platform or bulb, chunky. 
8351g     Broken platform, small bulb, does not appear used. 
8351h 1   Yes Broken platform, barely visible bulb, distal hinge, slight use on edge. 
7730     Debitage, no platform or bulb, blocky. 
8024a     Debitage, no platform or bulb. 
8024b     Debitage, no platform or bulb, dorsal ridge, has profile of possible distal end of 
prismatic blade. 
8024c     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
8024d    Possible Debitage, no platform or bulb, possible use on edge. 
8024e   1  Platform, possible eraillure, no use wear. 
8372a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
8372b     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
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8372c     Debitage, no platform or bulb, flakes on center of ventral, not used. 
8372d    Yes Broken platform, small bulb, use on lateral margin, thick, scraper?. 
8329a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
8329b 1   Yes Broken platform, no bulb, distal hinge, use on lateral. 
FS# Hinge 
Fract. 
Step 
Fract. 
Eraillure 
Fract. 
Use wear Notes 
8329c 1   Yes Broken platform, possible broken bulb, distal hinge, use on distal and lateral, 
large piece. 
8266     Broken platform and bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
7933a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
7933b     Debitage, no platform or bulb, chunky. 
7933c 1  1  Broken platform, distal hinge, does not appear used. 
8174a     Platform, broken bulb, does not appear utilized. 
8174b    Possible Debitage, no platform or bulb, possible use on only edge. 
8174c  1  Yes Proximal end of prismatic blade, appears used, step fracture on dorsal, platform 
and bulb. 
8212a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, does not appear used. 
8212b     Debitage, no platform or bulb, does not appear used. 
8212c    Yes Possible platform, no bulb, use on edge, dorsal ridge, most likely broken flake 
that was still used. 
7845a    Possible Debitage, no platform or bulb, possibly used, looks like a broken flake from 
polyhedral core preparation, dorsal ridge. 
7845b     Debitage, no platform or bulb, thin flake, possibly used. 
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7845c     Platform and bulb, no sharp edge, does not appear used. 
7845d     Broken/missing platform, small bulb, flakes driven off center surface, possibly 
used, thick. 
7845e     Debitage, no platform or bulb, secondary?, small, chunky. 
FS# Hinge 
Fract. 
Step 
Fract. 
Eraillure 
Fract. 
Use wear Notes 
8047a     Platform and bulb, no sharp edge, does not appear used. 
8047b     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
8047c    Yes No platform or bulb, possible medial segment of third stage prismatic blade, 
appears used on edges, dorsal ridge. 
8047d     Small platform, possible bulb, edge, not used. 
8047e    Yes Platform, partial bulb, lateral edges possibly used. 
8047f     Debitage, no platform or bulb, chunky. 
8047g     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
7794 1    Platform and bulb, partial distal hinge, other part either continued distal or edge 
broken off, does not appear used, percussion, conch. 
8022a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, no distinguishing marks. 
8022b     Debitage, no platform or bulb, kind of rectangular and flat. 
8022c     Debitage, no platform or bulb, edge but not used. 
7638a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, dorsal ridge. 
7638b     Debitage, no platform or bulb, used/crushed?. 
7638c     Debitage, no platform or bulb. 
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7638d     Drill?, looks like a broken drill, comes to a point, flakes possibly to make 
curvature. 
8852     No platform or bulb, possible broken in polyhedral core preparation, dorsal 
ridge. 
FS# Hinge 
Fract. 
Step 
Fract. 
Eraillure 
Fract. 
Use wear Notes 
8959a     Debitage, no platform or bulb, one side is shiny, exposed to the surface for a 
while?, patina?. 
8959b     Debitage, no platform or bulb, patina?, angular. 
9598     Broken platform/ snapped off, no bulb, bifacially flaked distal?. 
9936a     Platform, bulb has flakes taken off, wide, only edge does not appear used. 
9936b     No platform or bulb, possibly secondary, might be preparation for a core but 
only flaked once?. 
8844     Possible fragment or a core, possibly exhausted, flakes driven off all sides. 
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The chipped stone assemblage analyzed for this thesis represents close 
to 600 individual artifacts. The following artifact catalog is a representative 
sample of the range/variety of artifacts found within the assemblage. In addition, I 
have included a representative sample of artifact photos. This catalog, along with 
the images found in the body of the thesis, can thus be used as a reference for 
Early Formative period chipped stone assemblages. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
228 
 
Table B.01: Artifact catalog 
FS# Op. Unit Lot Weight Artifact 
type 
Context Photograph 
9727 E 2b 10 1.45 Flake Midden 
 
9190 E OA 9 8.08 Blade Midden 
 
229 
 
9501 E 1Z 6 2.18 flake Midden 
 
9519 E 1Z 8 1.16 flake Midden 
 
9756 LC09
B 
1Z Buri
al 
3.74 debitag
e 
Platform 1 
midden, 
Burial 
 
8281 E 1A 9 .26 flake Midden 
 
10117 LC09
B 
OY 7 1.34 flake Platform 1 
midden, 
burial 
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9585 E 1Z 10 1.07 core Midden 
 
10095 E 1A 21 .63 flake Midden 
 
10095 E 1A 21 5 flake Midden 
 
231 
 
10033 LCO
9B 
1H  10 1.4 flake Platform 1 
midden, 
burial 
 
10033 LCO
9B 
1H 10 1.17 Flake Platform 1 
midden, 
burial 
 
9253 A -1R 8 7.83 flake Midden, 
occ. 
surface, 
burials 
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7740 A OV 8 .45 blade Midden, 
occ. 
surface, 
burials 
 
10156 LCO
9B 
1J 10 .99 core Platform 1 
midden, 
burial 
 
9074 A -1R 1 1.51 Core? Midden, 
occ. 
surface, 
burials 
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10045 LCO
9B 
1H 11 1.4 flake Platform 1 
midden, 
burial 
 
10152 LC09
B 
1J  9 2.58 debitag
e 
Platform 1 
midden, 
burial 
 
7963 A -1P 5 1.51 flake Midden, 
occ. 
surface, 
burials 
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7963 A -1P 5 .77 debitag
e 
Midden, 
occ. 
surface, 
burials 
 
7963 A -1P 5  flake Midden, 
occ. 
surface, 
burials 
 
7467 A OE 30 .77 flake Midden, 
occ. 
surface, 
burials 
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10056 LC09
B 
1H 12 1.41 flake Platform 1 
midden, 
burial 
 
9652 E 2b 6 .71 flake Midden 
 
10137 LCO
9b 
2a, 
3a, 
3b 
Buri
al 
LCO
9-1 
.57 flake Platform 1 
midden, 
burial 
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9124 E 1B 7 1.57 flake Midden 
 
8365 E 1A 14 .47 biface Midden 
 
8308 E 1A 12 .4 flake Midden 
 
237 
 
10103 LC09
B 
OY 6 4.07 drill Platform 1 
midden, 
burial 
 
10054 LC09
B 
OY 4 4.13 drill Platform 1 
midden, 
burial 
 
238 
 
10075 LC09
B 
OY 5 2.57 drill Platform 1 
midden, 
burial 
 
10075 LC09
B 
OY 5 3.15 drill Platform 1 
midden, 
burial 
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9321 H OA 12 23.58 Scraper
/core 
Substruct
ure 2 
midden 
 
9988 LC09
B 
1Y 6 3.2 drill Platform 1 
midden, 
burial 
 
8410 C 3C 3 4.85 flake Structure 
1 
domestic 
building, 
occ. 
surface 
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8410 C 3C 3 .47 flake Structure 
1 
domestic 
building, 
occ. 
surface 
 
8410 C 3C 3 .74 core Structure 
1 
domestic 
building, 
occ. 
surface 
 
8174 C 4A 3 1.57 blade Structure 
1 
domestic 
building, 
occ. 
surface 
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7950 C 1G 5 6.88 flake Structure 
1 
domestic 
building, 
occ. 
surface 
 
7950 C 1G 5 .69 biface Structure 
1 
domestic 
building, 
occ. 
surface 
 
7714 C 1G 4  flake Structure 
1 
domestic 
building, 
occ. 
surface 
 
242 
 
7638 C 2A 3 .74 drill Structure 
1 
domestic 
building, 
occ. 
surface 
 
8047 E CA 5 .12 blade Midden 
 
7784 C 1A 3 .74 debitag
e 
Structure 
1 
domestic 
building, 
occ. 
surface 
 
243 
 
9598 A 1P Buri
al 6 
.65 flake Midden, 
occ. 
surface, 
burials 
 
8414 C 3C 4 1.05 debitag
e 
Structure 
1 
domestic 
building, 
occ. 
surface 
 
8329 C 4Z 3 1.67 flake Structure 
1 
domestic 
building, 
occ. 
surface 
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8272 C 3Z 3 7.88 Debitag
e/scrap
er? 
Structure 
1 
domestic 
building, 
occ. 
surface 
 
9944 A -2R -1R 2.56 flake Midden, 
occ. 
surface, 
burials 
 
8249 C 3B 3 .65 flake Structure 
1 
domestic 
building, 
occ. 
surface 
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7705 C 2D 4 .78 Core? Structure 
1 
domestic 
building, 
occ. 
surface 
 
7705 C 2D 4 .69 flake Structure 
1 
domestic 
building, 
occ. 
surface 
 
7675 C 2D 3 1.25 debitag
e 
Structure 
1 
domestic 
building, 
occ. 
surface 
 
7663 C 2A 4 1.17 core Structure 
1 
domestic 
building, 
occ. 
surface 
 
246 
 
8285 C 3B 5 .04 debitag
e 
Structure 
1 
domestic 
building, 
occ. 
surface 
 
8285 C 3B 5 3.3 Biface? Structure 
1 
domestic 
building, 
occ. 
surface 
 
8303 C 3B 6 .17 flake Structure 
1 
domestic 
building, 
occ. 
surface 
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8029 C 3A 4 1.98 flake Structure 
1 
domestic 
building, 
occ. 
surface 
 
8029 C 3A 4 2.88 drill Structure 
1 
domestic 
building, 
occ. 
surface 
 
7320 LC09
B 
2E 1 .62 blade Platform 1 
midden, 
burial 
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7660 C 2G 3 8.34 flake Structure 
1 
domestic 
building, 
occ. 
surface 
 
9366 H OA 15 .45 flake Sub-
structure 
2 midden 
 
9321 H OA 12 4.77 Flake Sub-
structure 
2 midden 
 
9660 H -1Z 11 1.15 flake Sub-
structure 
2 midden 
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8844 C 3C 5 4.61 flake Structure 
1 
domestic 
building, 
occ. 
surface 
 
8116 D OA 21 4.47 flake Midden 
 
10098 E 1A 22 .06 flake Midden 
 
9082 G 1F 3 .96 flake Structure 
2 house 
remains, 
occ. area, 
domestic 
refuse 
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9082 G 1F 3 2.13  Structure 
2 house 
remains, 
occ. area, 
domestic 
refuse 
 
9011 G 2D 5 8.67 flake Structure 
2 house 
remains, 
occ. area, 
domestic 
refuse 
 
9010 G 3C 4 1.25 core Structure 
2 house 
remains, 
occ. area, 
domestic 
refuse 
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9010 G 3C 4 15.31 core Structure 
2 house 
remains, 
occ. area, 
domestic 
refuse 
 
9233 G 0D 3 1.2 flake Structure 
2 house 
remains, 
occ. area, 
domestic 
refuse 
 
9234 G OE 4  debitag
e 
Structure 
2 house 
remains, 
occ. area, 
domestic 
refuse 
 
9292 G -1D 3 1.39 flake Structure 
2 house 
remains, 
occ. area, 
domestic 
refuse 
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9294 G -1D 4 5.79 core Structure 
2 house 
remains, 
occ. area, 
domestic 
refuse 
 
9212 G -1C 3 9.16 flake Structure 
2 house 
remains, 
occ. area, 
domestic 
refuse 
 
9389 G 0D 4 2.11 flake Structure 
2 house 
remains, 
occ. area, 
domestic 
refuse 
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9389 G 0D 4 2.92 Biface/b
lade 
Structure 
2 house 
remains, 
occ. area, 
domestic 
refuse 
 
9347 G -1E 3 6.65 core Structure 
2 house 
remains, 
occ. area, 
domestic 
refuse 
 
9278 G 0B 3 1.33 Flake Structure 
2 house 
remains, 
occ. area, 
domestic 
refuse 
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9135 G 2E 3 1.19 core Structure 
2 house 
remains, 
occ. area, 
domestic 
refuse 
 
9135 G 2E 3 1.35 core Structure 
2 house 
remains, 
occ. area, 
domestic 
refuse 
 
9168 G 2F 3 .42 flake Structure 
2 house 
remains, 
occ. area, 
domestic 
refuse 
 
9168 G 2F 3 1.13 core Structure 
2 house 
remains, 
occ. area, 
domestic 
refuse 
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8270 D 1B 15  flake Midden 
 
8270 D 1B 15  flake Midden 
 
8270 D 1B 15  flake Midden 
 
8270 D 1B 15  debitag
e 
Midden 
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9060 G 1D 4  flake Structure 
2 house 
remains, 
occ. area, 
domestic 
refuse 
 
9060 G 1D 4  flake Structure 
2 house 
remains, 
occ. area, 
domestic 
refuse 
 
9350 G 1D 5 .52 debitag
e 
Structure 
2 house 
remains, 
occ. area, 
domestic 
refuse 
 
9200 G 2F 4 .19 flake Structure 
2 house 
remains, 
occ. area, 
domestic 
refuse 
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9200 G 2F 4 2.1 core Structure 
2 house 
remains, 
occ. area, 
domestic 
refuse 
 
9404 G -2D 4 1.23 core Structure 
2 house 
remains, 
occ. area, 
domestic 
refuse 
 
8288 D 1B 16 1.07 flake Midden 
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8288 D 1B 16  drill Midden 
 
9247 G 1E 3 .8 flake Structure 
2 house 
remains, 
occ. area, 
domestic 
refuse 
 
9455 G 0R 4 2.22 flake Structure 
2 house 
remains, 
occ. area, 
domestic 
refuse 
 
259 
 
9455 G 0R 4  drill Structure 
2 house 
remains, 
occ. area, 
domestic 
refuse 
 
8244 D 1B 14 .8 flake Midden 
 
9057 G 1D 3 3.05 core Structure 
2 house 
remains, 
occ. area, 
domestic 
refuse 
 
9057 G 1D 3 .67 flake Structure 
2 house 
remains, 
occ. area, 
domestic 
refuse 
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9057 G 1D 3 .62 flake Structure 
2 house 
remains, 
occ. area, 
domestic 
refuse 
 
9386 G -1D 4 1.25 flake Structure 
2 house 
remains, 
occ. area, 
domestic 
refuse 
 
9398 G-1 0C 5  debitag
e 
Structure 
2 house 
remains, 
occ. area, 
domestic 
refuse 
 
7638 
8365 
8029 
8285 
7950 
    Bifaciall
y flaked 
obsidia
n 
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